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West River were happy to see BERRY. He has 
·done a good job for them. 

We checked BERRY'S record in the CoNGRES• 
SIONAL RECORD, and it is a record of accom
plishment for the West River ever since his 
:first term in Congress. 

Perhaps you would like to review, as we 
did, the things BERRY has done. 

BERRY BILLS INTO LAW 
His bill requiring the Armed Forces to use 

only domestic wool in the purchase of any 
material containing wool has meant millions 
of dollars to the sheep industry during the 
4 years BERRY'S bill has been the law of the 
land. 

His bill to validate the filing of mineral 
claims for uranium ore deposits in the lignite 
beds on public land opened up tremendous 
possibilities for northwestern Soutll Dakota. 

BERRY'S bill for the Cheyenne River In
dians established a new pattern for the In
dian people, giving them a new freedom in 
handling their own affairs. For the Indians 
whose land will be inundated by water from 
Oahe Dam, BERRY'S bill provides $3 million 
for the land plus $5.5 million for rehabilitat
ing the displaced Indians. 

BERRY also successfully sponsored a bill 
providing long-term leasing of Indian land 
for commercial and industrial purposes. 

Another helpful law for the Indians was 
the BERRY law which authorizes the mart-
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The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

Dr. Caradine R. Hooton, general sec
retary, the Methodist Board of Temper
ance, Washington, D. C., offered the 
following prayer: 

O Lord, our - Heavenly Father, who 
through good mothers and by Thy blessed 
Son hath taught us that love never 
faileth, we beseech Thee graciously to 
bless all who give themselves to creative 
service of their fellow men. 

While we here enact laws for the com
mon good and devise measures for na
tional security, may we surely remember 
that it is not by might nor by power, 
saith the Lord, but by Thy spirit that 
we safeguard the public welfare. 

In the conflict between old world cus
toms and the Word may we not become 
so fearful of foreign intrigue as of in
ternal disintegration. In the age-old 
race between the right and the wrong, 
may these Thy chosen leaders so allow 
Christian conscience to prevail over pa
gan caution that wise statesmanship may 
outdistance weak diplomacy. 

Give us courage, Lord, to transform 
fear into faith, handicaps into hardi
hood, and lust for power into. love of 
people. 

Thus let us prove our heavenly birth 
In all we do and know, 

And claim the kingdom of the earth 
For Thee, and not Thy foe. 

In the name of the Lord Jesus Christ 
we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, 

and by unanimous consent, the reading 

gaging of Indian trust prbperty as the basis 
for financing Indian ranch units through 
regular commercial channelS., 

STRIKES FOR AGRICULTURE 
For agriculture, still the West River's 

major industry, BERRY-in addition to the 
wool bill-cosponsored legislation which in
creased durum wheat production outside al
lotment quotas while durum is in short 
supply. 

He cosponsored the bill which established 
the foot and mouth disease research labora
tory on Plum Island-legislation of great 
significance to all stockgrowers. 

BERRY also cosponsored legislation remov
ing ASC acreage compliance requirements 
for eligibility to receive soil conservation 
payments. 

OTHER ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
And that's not all. 
BERRY has consistently worked for the ex

pansion and development of Ellsworth Air 
Force Base, Rushmore Memorial, our na
tional parks, and veterans hospitals in the 
West River. 

He assisted in securing the uranium mill 
at Edgemont, helped straighten out the mica 
buying mess at Custer, has been active in 
promoting the Missouri River development · 
program. BERRY successfully led the fight 
in Congress for increased appropriations for 

of the Journal of the proceedings of 
Thursday, May 10, 1956, was dispensed 
with. 

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE SUB
MITTED DURING RECESS 

Pursuant to the order of the Senate of 
May 10, 1956, the following report of a 
committee was submitted on May 11, 
1956: 

By Mr. ELLENDER,.from the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry: 

H. R. 10875. A bill to enact the Agricul
tural Act of 1956; with amendments (Rept. 
No. 1966). 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
clerks, announced that the House had 
passed a bill (H. R. 10986) making ap
propriations for the Department of De
fense for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1957, and for other purposes, in which it 
requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, this is 

primary election week in the State of 
Oregon, and I am confronted with the 
same problem with which colleagues of 
mine are confronted from time to time, 
namely, the problem of deciding whether 
to stay here or to go home. Let me say 
good-naturedly that there is usually in
volved in that question the evaluation as 
to whether, if we do not go home, we 
may stay home permanently. So I am 
about to ask unanimous consent to be 
excused from further attendance on the 
sessions of the Senate this week. 

Mr. President, I wish the RECORD to 
show the reason for my request. It is 
that I am going home not only to be able 
to vote come Friday next, but also to the 
best of my ability to seek to influence 
some votes between now and Friday next. 

coyote and rodent control and for increased 
appropriations to curb brucellosis in live
stock. 

BERRY has worked closely with REA asso
ciations, assisting. them to speed up loans to 
expand their services in our rural areas. He 
is an active spokesman for Eisenhower's 
highway expansion program and works 
closely with the Indian Department in locat
ing small industries on or near Indian res
ervations. 

IMPORTANT COMMITI'EE 

There is an impressive list of bills, still 
pending in Congress, which BERRY intro
duced. All are of benefit to the people and 
the economy of the West River. 

BERRY is the fourth ranking Republican 
member on the Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee which has 27 members. Aside 
from agriculture, this committee deals with 
all legislation vitally affecting western South 
Dakota. The subcommittees on which BERRY 
serves handles legislation concerning public 
lands, irrigation and reclamation, mining, 
and Indian affairs. 

While E. Y. BERRY is hired to work for all 
of us, it never hurts to tell an employee he 
is doing a good job. 

Congressman BERRY, we in the West River 
appreciate your untiring efforts. You'll 
know how truly we appreciate your worth 
when the votes are tallied next June 5 and 
again in the November election. 

So that my constituents can read it, 
I wlsh to state for the RECORD that I have 
an understanding with the majority 
leadership of the Senate that every effort 

. will be made to see to it that my vote 
will count in my absence, by obtaining 
live pairs for me on the issues which 
arise. 

I regret very much, let me say for the 
RECORD to my distinguished friend, the· 
Senator from New York [Mr. LEHMAN], 
that I shall not be here to participate in 
the debate on the Niagara power bill. 
But I have discussed it in times past. 
The Senator from New York knows that 
as he votes, so will I vote, by way of a 
live pair, because we have stood shoulder 
to shoulder in support of the Lehman 
proposals in connection with the Niagara 
power issue. 

I also regret that I shall not be here to 
. vote in case any controversy ·arises over 

any phase of the · new farm bill. But 
here, again, I understand from the lead
ership that no serious controversy is an
ticipated. However, to the extent that 
any may develop, my record on the farm 
issue is likewise very clear; and with the 
cooperation of receiving a live pair, my 
vote on any controversy which may de
velop will be counted. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent to be absent from the floor 
of the Senate from the close of business 
today until Monday next. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, leave is granted. 

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE BUSINESS 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that there 
may be the usual morning hour for the 
presentation of petitions and memorials, 
the introduction of bills, and the trans
action of other routine business, and that 
statements made in connection there
with be limited to 2 minutes. 
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The PRESIDENT l)rO teinpore. With

out objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION'. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of executive business, 
and take up the nomination on the Ex
ecutive Calendar under the heading "New 
Report.'' 

The motion was. agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A 
COMMITTEE 

As in executive session, 
The following · favorable reports ot 

nominations were submitted: 
By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, from 

the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv~' 
ice: 

Two hundred and seventy-seven postmas
ters. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If, 
there be no further reports of· commit
tees, the nomination on the Executive 
Calendar under the heading, "New Re
l)Ort_!)" will be state<;t. 

FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Sam H. Bober to be a member of the 
Federal Farm Credit Board, Farm Credit 
Administration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With"'. 
out objection, the nomination is . con
firmed. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Pr~si
dent, I ask that the President be imme
diately notified of the nomination today 
confirmed. 

· The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the President will be noti
fied forthwith. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I move that the Senate resume the 
consideration o_f legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of leg
islative business. 

ANNOUNCEiv.IENT OF JOINT MEET
ING OF THE TWO HOUSES ON 
THURSDAY NEXT 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I should like to announce that on 
Thursday, May 17, at 12:30 p. m., there 
will be a joint meeting of the two Houses 
in the Chamber of the House of Repre
sentatives to hear an address by the 
President of the Republic of Indonesia, 
Dr. Sukarno. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate · the following letters, 
which were ref erred as indicated: 
IMPROVEMENT OF CAREER OPPORTUNITIES OF 

NURSES AND MEDICAL SPECIALISTS OF ARMED · 
FORCES 

A letter from the Secretary of the Army, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to improve the career opportunities of 
nurses and medical specialists of the Army, 
Navy, and Air Force (with accompanying 
papers); to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. 
REPORT OF. ATTORNEY GENERAL ON OPERATIONS 

OF DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT . 

A letter from the Attorney General, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, his report on oper
ations under section 708 ( e) of the Defense 
Production Act of 1950, as amended, dated 
May 9, 1956 (with an accompanying report); . 
to the Committee on Bankibg and Currency; 

SFC. THOMAS F . CALLAHAN 

A letter from the Secretary of the Army,, 
transmitting · a draft of proposed legislation 
for the relief of Sfc. Thomas F. Callahan
(with a-n accompanying paper); to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 
PROCEDURE FOR ALTERING CERTAIN BRIDGES 

. OVER NAVIGABLE WATERS 

· A letter from the Secretary of the Army, 
transmitt ing a draft of proposed legislation 
relating to the procedure for altering certain 
bridges over navigable waters (with ari,_ 
accompanying paper); to the· Committee on 
rublic Works. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
Petitions, etc., were laid before the 

Senate, or presented, and referred as 
indicated: 

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 
Resolutions of the General Court of the 

Corn,monwealth of Massachusetts; to th~ 
Committee on the Judiciary: 
"Resolutions calling upon the Attorney Gen .. 

· eral of the United States to investigate and 
prosecute the violations of the civil rights 
of American citizens in the State of Mis
sissippi 
"Whereas it is apparent. that numerous 

violations of the civil rights of American 
citizens have occurred in the Stat e of Mis
sissippi; among .them (1) the unsolved mur
der of Rev . . George W. Lee, of Belzoni, 
M;iss., who was cut down by a shotgun blast 
froin a speeding automobile to stop him 
from campaigning to register voters; (2) the 
unsolved murder of Lamar Smith of Brook
haven, Miss., killed on a lawn of the court
house for having registered to vote after cer
tain townsmen had warned him to the con
trary; (3) the unsolved murder of Emmett 
Till of Chicago~ Ill., and the refusal of a 
Leflore County, Miss., grand jury to indict for 
kldnaping those who had publicly admitted 
the abduction of said Emmett Till; and 

"WJ:}ereas, · it now appears that those re
sponsible for these tragic crimes are not 
being brought to justice; and 

"Whereas, it now appears and has been 
. apparent that the la<:al administration of 
justice in the State of Mississippi is either 
unable .or unwilling to function; and 

"Whereas it clearly appears that American 
citizens have been and continue to be denied 

. in Mississippi the protection of civil rights 
guaranteed by the United States Constitu

, tion and amendments and laws enacted 
thereunder; and 

"Whereas the general court has found .the 
people of the Commonwealth to be shocked 

and horrified at these events and wishes to 
express the profound regret and sorrow of 
our citizens; therefore be it 

"Resolved, That the General court bf Mas
sachusetts urges the .Attorney General of the 
United St.ates to investigate the violations 
of the civil rights and the breakdown of local 
law enforcement in the State of Mississippi; 
and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Attorney General of 
the United States invoke the Federal laws 
and the facilities of the United States De
partment of Justice to apprehend, indict, 
sentence and punish those responsible for 
these brutal crimes and those who have 
conspired to defeat the enforcement of law 
and the administration of justice in Mis
sissippi; and be it further 

"Resolved, That copies of these resolutions 
be sent forthwith- by- the Secretary of the 
Commonwealth to the President of the 
United States, to the Attorney General of 
the United States, to the presiding officer of 
each branch of Congress, and to each of the 
Members thereof from thi& Commonwealth.'• 

A telegram in the nature of a petition from 
William H: Matt.ax, of Tulsa, Okla., praying 
for the enactment of legislation to amend 
the Social Security Act relating to the lower
ing of the retirement age of those who reach 
the age ·of 60 years; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

A resolution adopted by Miranda Grange 
690, of Humboldt 0ounty, Calif.; favor
!ng the enactment of legislation to pro
vide funds for the safeguarding against 
floods on the Mad and Eel Rivers, South 
Fork of Eel River, Redwood Creek, Klam-· 
ath, Mattole, and Van Duzen Rivers, Calif.; 
to the Committee on Public Works . . 
· A resolution adopted by the board o! 
county commissioners, Allegheny County, 
Pa., expressing the gratitude of the people of 
that county for the long and faithful public 
services rendered by the I.ate Senator Alben 
W. Barkley, of Kentucky; ordered to lie on 
the table. 

PROIDBITION OF LIQUOR ADVER
TISING IN INTERSTATE COM
MERCE-PETITIONS 
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I pre

sent, for appropriate reference, peti
tions signed by approximately 400 citi
zens of the United States, praying for 
the enactment of the so-called Langer 
bill, to prohibit the transportation of 
alcoholic beverage advertising in inter
state commerce and its broadcasting 
on the radio or television. I ask unani
mous consent that one of the petitions, 
without the signatures attached, may 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the peti
tions were ref erred to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and 
one of the petitions~ without the signa
tures a t tached, was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
To Our Senators and R-epresentatives in 

Congress: 
We, the undersigned, respectfully peti

tion you to exercise the proper discretion 
vested in you by passing legislation to pro
hibit the transportation of alcoholic bev
erage advertising in interstate commerce, 
and its broadcasting over the air, a prac
tice which nullifies the rights of the States 
under the 21st amendment to control the 
sale of such beverages. At a time when 1 
out of 10 drinkers is becoming an alcoholic 
there should be no encouragement to in
creasing the use of such beverages. Chil
dren and youth are being misled to con
sider them harmless. especially by the 
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powerful audio and visual suggestions of 
radio and television. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
present, for appropriate reference, and 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD a petition signed by Mary 
Owen and 42 other citizens of the State 
of Washington, praying for the enact
ment of Senate bill 923, relating to the 
prohibition of alcoholic beverage adver
tising in interstate commerce. 

There being no objection, the petition 
was referred to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce, and or
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

We, the undersigned, are depending on 
you, the Honorable WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
United States Senator from the State of 
Washington, and chairman of Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee, to push the 
Langer bill, S. 923, .until it comes before the 
Senate for a vote. 

( Signed by Mary Owen and 42 other citi
zens of the State of Washington.) 

SIZE ·AND WEIGHT 0F PARCEL-POST 
MAIL-LETTER AND RESOLUTION 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a letter sent to me by the 
Pacific Northwest Apparel Manufactur
ers Association, under date of April 27, 
1956, transmitting a resolution adopted 
by that association, favoring the enact
ment of House bill 9566, relating to the 
size and weight of parcel post mail mat-
ter. · 

There being no objection, the letter 
and resolution were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

PACIFIC NORTHWEST APPAREL 
MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION, 

PORTLAND, OREG., April 27, 1956. 
The Honorable WAYNE MORSE, 

The United States Senate, 
· · · Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Attached .hereto is 
a resolution passed by the Pacific Northwest 
Apparel Ma_nufacturers AssocJation. This as
sociation represents every major producer of 
sportswear and related apparel in the Pa
cific Northwest. 

As you will note, the resolution deals with 
the attempt to eliminate the present dis
criminatory parcel-post size and weight limi
tations. This matter is of particular im
portance to business in the State of Oregon. 
We have many small communities served 
only by parcel post. We have many small 
industries whose shipments are in package 
size. The present restrictions result in ad
ditional cost to local businesses and in ad
ditional cost to the Post Office Department, 
to the benefit of no one. 

We hope that we will have your support 
1n this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. F. LUBERSKY. 

.RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF. H. R. 9566 

Whereas the existence of an efficient, eco
nomical parcel-post system is essential to 
the pattern of life of our citizens and busi
nesses in both rural and urban areas; and 

Whereas the present discriminatory par
cel-post size and weight limitations se
riously disrupt the service once enjoyed by 
all at great and unnecessary cost and in
convenience; and 

Whereas there 1s no nationwide substitute 
for parcel post that can and will serve all 
citizens regardless of address; and 

Whereas the present size and weight liini
tations have been both a financial and an 
administrative burden to the Post Office De
partment: Be it hereby 

Resolved, that the Pacific Northwest Ap
parel Manufacturers Association, represent
ing 17 businesses in Portland and Seattle, 
favors immediate enactment of H. R. 9566 
and restoration thereby of uniform parcel
post size and weight limits. It is respect
fully requested that Senator WAYNE MORSE 
insert this resolution in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD and that he request the chairman 
of the Post Office Committee to schedule 
hearings now on parcel-post size ·and weight 
so that the citizens of Seattle, Wash., and 
Portland, Oreg., may have relief from the 
present law before the current legislative 
session is concluded. 

tual military aid in an emergency (Rept. No. 
1988); 

H. R. 8309. A bill for the relief of Col. 
Henry M. Zeller (Rept. No. 1989); 

H. R. 9257. A bill to amend title 18 of the 
United States Code, so as to provide for the 
punishment of persons who assist in the at
tempted escape of persons in Federal cus
tody (Rept. No. 1990); and 

S. J. Res. 39. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States relative to equal rights for men and 
women (Rept. No. 1991). 

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, with an amendment: 

S. 2722. A bill · for the relief of Fai Hoo 
(Rept. No. 1977); 

S. 2930. A bill for the relief of Eladio Ledes
ma-Gutierrez (Rept. No. 1978); and 

S. 3q4o. A bill for the relief of Gertrud 
Charlotte Samuelis (Rept: No. 1980). 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 

tt on the Judiciary, with amendments: 
The following reports of commi ees s. 2352. A bill for the relief of Maj. Lu-

were submitted: ther C. Cox (Rept. No. 1975); 
By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee S. 2690. A bill for the relief of William G. 

on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, with- Jackson (Rept. No. 1976); and 
out amendment: S. 3410. A bill to amend title 28, .United 

S. 3412. A bill to extend the provisions of States Code, to provide for the payment of 
title XIII of the Civil Aeronautics Act of annuities to widows and dependent children 
1938, as amended, relating to war-risk insur- of judges (Rept. No. 1983). 
ance for an additional 5 years (Rept. No. By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, from 
1998); and the Committee on the Judiciary, with 

H. R. 8810. A bill authorizing the Secretary amendments: 
of the Interior to construct, equip, maintain, S. 2226. A bill to authorize the Attorney 
and operate a new fish hatchery in the vicin- General to dispose of the remaining assets 
ity of Miles City, Mont. (Rept. No. 1969). seized under the Trading With the Enemy 
· By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee Act prior to December 18, 1941 (Rept. No. 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, with 1971). · 
amendments: · By Mr. WILEY, from the Committee on 

S. 3457. A bill to authorize the Secretary the Judiciary: . 
of the Treasury to convey certain property S. 1273. A bill to amend sections 1, 3, and 
to the county of Pierce, State of Washington 4 of the Foreign Agents Registration Act 
(Rept. No. 1970). of 1938, as amended; without amendment 

By Mr. PAYNE, from the Committee on (Rept . . No. 1996). . 
Interstate and Foreign _Commerce, without By Mr. DANIEL, from the Committee on 
amendment: the Judiciary, without amendment: 

S. 2937. A bill to increase from $50 to · $75 · S. 3760. A bill to provide for a more effec-
per· month the amount of benefits payable ·· tive control of narcotic drugs, and for other 
to widows of certain former employees of related purposes . (Rept. No. 1997). 
the Lighthouse Service (Rept. No. 1968). . 

By, Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee Mr: DANIEL. Mr. President, I ask 
on the, Judiciary, without amendment: unan.1m?~S co_nsent .that. the ~ames of 

s . 510. A bill for the relief of Mary A.' the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Mouskalis (Rept. No. 1992); WILEY] and the Senator from Montana 

s. 806. A bill to amend sections 3182 and [Mr. :r..1ANSFIELD] be added as cosponsors 
3183 of title 18 of the United !States Code so of Senate bill 3760 entitled "Narcotic 
as to authorize the use .of an information Control Act of 1956,:' the next time it is 
filed by a public prosecutmg officer for mak- printed 
ing demands for fugitives from justice (Rept. Th P'.RE D t · · · 
No. 1993); e • SI ENT pro empore. With-

s. 875. A bill for the .relief pf Angel Maria out objec~ion, it is so ordered. 
Olaeta Goitia (Rept. No. 1994); By Mr. CHAVEZ, from the Committee on 

S. 1245. A bill for the relie,f of Agnes V. Public Works: 
Walsh, the estate of Margaret T. Denehy, and S. J. Res. 166. Joint resolution to designate 
David Walsh (Rept. No. 1972); the dam and reservoir to be constructed on 

S. 1895. A bill for the relief of Anna Maria the lower Cumberland River, Ky., as Barkley 
Fuller (Rept. No. 1973); Dam and Lake Barkley, respectively; without 

S. 2341. A bill for the relief of Gertrude amendment (Rept. No. 199b). 
Heindel (Rept. No. 1974); 

S. 3011. A bill for the relief of Chan Lee Nui 
Sin (Rept. No. 1979) ; 

S. 3058. A bill for the relief of Javier F. 
Kuong (Rept. No. 1981); 

S. 3147. A bill for the relief of Elsie M. 
Kenney (Rept. No. 1982); 

H. R. 1471. A bill for the relief of William 
J. Robertson (Rept. No. 1984); . 

H. R. 1878. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Ger
trud Maria Schurhoff (Rept. No. 1985) ; 

H. R. 5047. A bill to increase the compen
sation of trustees in bankruptcy (Rept. No. 
1986); 

H. R. 5652. A bill to provide for the relief of 
certain members of the Army and Air Force, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 1987); 

H. R. 6623. A bill to amend the act of July 
1, 1952, so as to obtain the consent of Con
gress to interstate compacts relating to mu-

AMENDMENT OF HOUSING ACT OF 
1949, AS AMENDED, RELATING TO 
URBAN RENEWAL ASSISTANCE TO 
DISASTER AREAS 

.Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, from the 
Committee on Banking and Currency, I 
report favorably, an original bill .to 
amend the Housing Act of 1949, as 
amended, to provide for urban renewal 
assistance to disaster areas, and I sub
mit a report (No. 1967) thereon. I ask 
that the bill be printed and placed on 
the calendar. · 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
report will be received, and the bill will 
be placed on the calendar. 
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The bill (S. 3844) to amend the Hous
ing Act of 1949, as amended, to proyide 
for urban renewal assistance to disaster 
areas, rePQrted by Mr. BusH, from the 
Committee on Banking and Currency, 
was received, read twice by its title, and 
placed on the calendar. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed at 
this point in the RECORD, as a part of my 
remarks, a copy of a letter from the town 
of Farmington, Conn., which, I believe, 
will quite· clearly set forth the need for 
this proposed legislation. I also ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD, following the letter, a table 
having to do with urban renewal activ
ities in flood areas and disaster projects. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and table were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

TOWN OF FARMINGTON, CONN., 

March 15, 1956. 
Senator PRESCOTT BusH, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. a. 

HoN. SENATOR BusH: I first wish to 
sincerely thank you for the fine work that 
you are doing in Washington for our com
munities in Connecticut who suffered so 
heavily by the devastating floods of this past 
year. I personally am grateful and I know 
the majority of the citizens in Farmington 
are also very pleased with the manner in 
which you have conducted your office during 
these trying times. 

I have two problems which I would like 
to see if you may be of some assistance. 
First, as you are aware, the town of Farm
ington wishes to take up some of this flood 
devastated land and make it into park and 
recreational use under the Federal rede
velopment law. Our application is now in 
the hands of the Housing and Home Fi
nance Agency, to be processed so that we may 
proceed to accomplish our objective. In 
talking with the officials in their New York 
office, they now express doubt that we will 
qualify for the full aid. They are now 
saying that our area is predominantly opened 
and thereby does not qualify for the full two
thirds Federal participation. We maintain 
that this area is predominantly residential 
because that is what it was before the flood 
and also we are under the impression that 
President Eisenhower said that this re-

. development law should be made available to 
communities such as ours to control areas 
heavily hit by the flood waters. 

Also during all of our preliminary dis
cussions with officials of the New York office, 
we were led to believe that this area would 
be definitely considered as residential and 
thereby qualify for the full Federal par
ticipation. At the present time, we have 
approximately 70 families who are up in the 
air about relocation and also what will hap
pen with their damaged property. 

I wish to request of you that you inter
cede with the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency to see that our application will be 
quickly processed to receive the full amount 
of Federal participation. 

Secondly, in regards to your Senate bill 
2853, I believe it to be an excellent piece of 
legislation and will happily do anything 
.possible to see that this legislation is passed 
favorably and in the very near future so 
that the flood control projects in our area 
may be c_ompleted. . 

Thank you for all of your past coopera
tion. 

Sincerely, 
STEPHEN A. FLIS, 

Town Manager. 

ALL DISASTER PROJECTS-HOUSING AND If'OME 
FINANCE AGENCY, URBAN RENEWAL ADMINIS• 
TRATION, URBAN RENEWAL ACTIVITIES IN 
FLOOD AREAS 

Urbap, renewal prQjepts (title I of the Housing 
Act of 1949, as amended) 

Capital 
Planning grant 
advances reserva

tions 

Applications approved: Total (14 
projects) _______________________ $821,273 $12,670,695 

California: Santa Cruz •••••••••• _ 80, 180 

Connecticut : { 42, 672 
Naugatuck (2 projects) •••••• _ 27,604 

{ 
39,261 Seymour (2 projects)________ _ 49,761 

Norwalk_----···-·-···-·--··- 62,720 
Washington__________________ 20,000 
Waterbury___________________ 60,348 
Putnam______________________ 75,868 
Winsted_·--····-·······--·-- 29,600 
Torrington___________________ 44,400 
Stamford_____________________ 143,859 

p:~r~~~~-~~~~~~~--~-~r-~j:_ { l~g; ~~~ 

600,000 

844,000 
261,333 
330,000 
300,000 

2,356,241 
256,000 
6(16,000 

1,687,912 
360,000 
407,090 

2,300,000 

602,119 
1,700,000 

Urban planning assistance projects (sec. 701 
of the Housing Act of 1954) 

Status of 
application, Amount 
approved-

TotaL .••. ·-··········-- ··········-···- $236,989 

Connecticut Development 
Commission: 

Conn. P-1-Planning as-
sistance to 14 flood-af
fected small communities __ 

Conn. P-2-Regional plan
ning in 2 river valleys 
(Farmington and Nauga-
tuck) .. ___ _______________ _ 

Conn. P-3-Regional plan
ning in Quinebaug River 
Valley_------------------

Oregon 8tate Board of Higher 
Education: 

Oreg. P-1-Planning assist
ance for 3 small com-munities _________________ _ 

Oreg. P-2-P!anning in 
Springfield-Eugene met-
ropolitan area _______ _____ _ 

Rhode Island D evelopment 
Council: 

R. I. P-1-Regional plan
ning of Rhode Island 
shore area ________________ _ 

R. I. P-2-Planning assist-
ance to 7 small areas ___ __ _ 

Oct. 5, 1955 87,509 

Nov. 10, 1955 68,200 

Mar. 14, 1956 27,280 

Feb. 21, 1956 9,000 

May 14, 1956 11,500 

Nov. 19, 1954 16,000 

Oct. 10, 1955 17,500 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 

. Bills and a joint resolution were in
troduced, read the first time, and, by 
unanimous consent, the second time, and 
referred as follows: 

By Mr. BEALL (for himself and Mr. 
BIBLE): 

S. 3838. A bill to provide for the main
ten!'-1,nce and operation of the bridge to be 
constructed over the Potomac River from 
Jones Point, Virginia, to Maryland; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. POTTER: 
S. 3839. A bill to provide for the duty-free 

entry of mosaics designed for the use of any 
corporation or association organized and 
operated exclusively for religious purposes; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. DIRKSEN: 
S. 3840. A bill for the relief of the Vermont, 

Ipava, and Table Grove Unit School District 
No. 2, in the State of Illinois; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

By Mr. WATKINS: 
S. 3841. A bill to provide for the relocation 

of the National Training School for Boys, 

and for other purposes; to the Committee on , 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CURTIS: 
S. 3842. A bill to amend the Labor Manage

ment Relations Act, 1947, as amended, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on · 
Labor and Public Welfare. 

(See the remarks of Mr. CURTIS when he 
introduced · the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. McCLELLAN (by request): 
S. 3843. A bill to adjust the application of 

section 322 of the so-called Economy Act of 
1932 to premises leased for Government pur
poses; to the Commhtee on Government Op
erations. 

By Mr. BUSH: 
S. 3844. A bill to amend the Housing . Act 

of 1949, as amended, to provide for urban re
newal assistance to disaster areas;_ placed 
on the calendar. 

( See the remarks of Mr. BusH when he re
ported the above bill from the Committee on 
Banking and Currency, which appear under 
a separate heading.) 

By Mr. LANGER: 
S. 3845. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of Agriculture to sell certain quantities of 
wheat and cotton to the Republic of India; 
to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. 

S. 3846. A bill to provide additional com
pensation for employees of the postal serv
ice; to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

( See the remarks of Mr. LANGER when he 
introduced the last above-mentioned bill, 
which appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. CASE of New Jersey: 
S. 3847. A bill for the relief of Arthur L. 

Peirson, Inc.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SYMINGTON: 
S. 3848. A bill to amend section 172 ( d) 

of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. LANGER: 
S. 3849. A bill to repeal all Federal retail

ers excise taxes, certain manufacturers excise 
taxes, and the excise taxes on facilities and 
services; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. MORSE (for himself and Mr. 
NEUBERGER) : 

S . 3850. A bill to provide financial assist
ance for the rehabilitation of orchards de
stroyed or damaged by natural disaster; to 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MORSE when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear under 
a separate heading.) 

By Mr. MORSE (for himself, Mr. NEU
BERGER, Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. YOUNG, 
Mr. JACKSON, and Mr. LANGER): 

S. J. Res. 171. Joint resolution to direct the 
Interstate Commerce Commission to under
take an investigation of the shortage of rail
road freight cars in order to determine a 
program for the purpose of eliminating such 
shortage; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MORSE when he in
troduced the above joint resolution, which 
appear under a separate heading.) 

RESOLUTIONS 
The following resolutions were submit

ted, and ref erred as indicated: 
By Mr. JENNER: 

S. Res. 262. Resolution authorizing the 
printing of a revised edition of Senate Docu
ment No. 85 as a Senate document and pro
viding for additional copies; · to the Com
mittee on Rules and Administration. 

(See the remarks of Mr. JENNER when he 
submitted the above resolution, which ap
pears under a separate heading.) 



8020 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE May 14 

By Mr. LANGER: 
S. Res. 263. Resolution extending greet

ings to the Bundestag-of the West German 
Republic for the unveiling of a bust in honor 
of Carl Schurz; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

( See the remarks of Mr. LANG~ when he 
submitted the above resolution, which ap
pear under a separate heading.) 

- By Mr. STENNIS: 
S. Res. 264. Resolution relative to judicial 

service requirements of nominees to be As
sociate Justices of the Supreme Court; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

( See the remarks of Mr. STENNIS when he 
submitted the above resolution, which ap
pear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. JENNER: 
S. Res. 265. Resolution favoring withdraw

al of Soviet armed forces from Rumania and 
Hungary, pursuant to treaty obligations; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

(See the remarks of Mr. JENNER when he 
submitted the above resolution, which ap
pear under a separate heading.) 

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES 
OF PART 7 OF HEARINGS HELD 
BY SUBCOMMITTEE ON IMPROVE
MENTS IN FEDERAL CRIMINAL 
CODE 
Mr. DANIEL submitted the following 

resolution (S. Res. 266), which was re
ferred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration: 

Resolved, That there be pr inted for the 
use of the Committee on the Judiciary, 1,200 
additional copies of part 7 of the hearings 
held by the Subcommitt ee on Improvements 
in the Federal Criminal Code. 

~'l\i!ENDMENT OF LABOR-MANAGE".' 
MENT RELATIONS ACT, 1947, RE
LATING TO PRESSURE BY UNION'S 
ON BUSINESS TO UNIONIZE 
Mr. CURTIS. l\.!r. President, I am 

about to introduce a bill, and I aEk unani
imous consent that I may speak on it 
in excess of the 2 minutes allowed un
der the order which has been entered. 

The PRESIDENT pro temp-ore. Is 
there objection to the request of the Sen
ator from Nebraska? The Chair hears 
none, and the Senator may proceed. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, a _num
ber of small businesses in Nebraska are 
being forced out of business by the 
wrongful acts of a few union bosses. I 
ref er to the practice of applying pressure 
on neutral employers to compel them 
to stop doing business with other busi
ness firms unless the other firm union
izes. Under present law it is an illegal 
.secondary boycott if pressure is applied 
against employees; coercion of employers 
is not now covered. 

I wish to call your attention to a let
ter of Janua:r:y 26, 1956, signed by John 
Bridge, executive chairman of the Motor 
Carrier Labor Advisory Council, of 56 
East Walton Street, Chicago, Ill., direct
ed to a trucking concern at Omaha, 
Nebr. The letter is as follows: 

Until further notice, I recommend that 
you discontinue freight interchange with the 
Nebraska carriers listed below in order to 
avoid unnecessary interruption of your serv
ice outside of the State of Nebraska: Heuton 
Transfer, Lyons Transfer, Abler Transfer, 
Ross Transfer. 

These acts and other acts are not only 
directed against truckers, but against de
partment stores and small businesses of 
all kinds. 

Mr. President, the strengthening of 
the secondary boycott provisions of the 
Taft-Hartley law carried in the bill I am 
introducing today is in the interest of 
the employees, the employers, and the 
public. Great numbers of union mem
bers and the vast majority of union lead
ers disapprove of these wrongful acts in
tended to be reached by this legislation. 
These union members and leaders are 
to be commended for their desire to have 
these abuses eliminated and for their 
resentment of the actions of outside 
troublemakers. 

In the State of Nebraska at this very 
moment a number of small-business men 
are being subjected to threats by the 
teamsters' union that unless they force 
their employees to join the teamsters, 
they will find that other firms will refuse 
to do business with them. This is the 
typical secondary boycott. These are not 
idle threats. One Nebraska trucking 
firm was put out of business within the 
past few weeks. His is a tragic story-the 
story of a mighty union abusing its 
monopoly power to put a 26-year-old 
company out of business and its 27 
drivers out of work. 

Coffey's Transfer Co., of Alma, Nebr., 
received a demand on August 22, 1955, 
that they compel their 27 drivers to join 
the teamsters. The union did not want 
to submit to a National Labor Relations 
Board election, and it employed all of the 
delaying tactics possible to postpone an 
election. When the election finally was 
h eld January 24-5 months after the 
organizing drive and its accompanying 
secondary boycotts began-not a single 
workman voted for the union. 

Delays by the NLRB also contributed 
to the union's success in putting this 
firm out of business. Instead of seeking 
an injunction, when Coffey filed sec
ondary boycott charges October 14, 1955, 
as the law requires, the Board's repre
sentatives gave the union an opportunity 
to sign an agreement promising to stop 
the secondary boycott. The union never 
kept its promise and the boycotts con
tinued until Coffey was forced to close its 
doors February 28. Its 27 drivers and 
other employees had to look for new work. 

Other trucking firms also were drawri 
into this dispute by the union. Em
ployees of the Des Moines Transporta
tion Co. in Minneapolis and Omaha were 
told to go on strike because Coffey was 
bringing freight to Des Moines in those 
cities. 

In Norfolk, Nebr., at this very moment 
the Clark Bros. Transfer Co. is experi
encing a secondary boycott that is stran
gling them out of business. 

Their story is almost a carbon copy of 
the tactics used against Coffey. The at
tempt to force workmen into a union 
against their will, a refusal by the em
ployer to comply with such an unfair 
demand, and the usual secondary boycott 
followup. The NLRB again attempted 
settlement instead of proceeding for an 
injunction, and again the union's prom
ise to discontinue the secondary boycott 
was worthless. From a staff of 26 em-

ployees, 8 have been laid off because of 
the boycott. This small trucking com
pany which has been serving Nebraska 
citizens for years is now facing a busi
ness death because the company main
tains the principle of free collective bar
gaining and voluntary unionism. 

-These two examples are merely part of 
a statewide drive against small Nebraska 
trucking companies to use secondary boy
cotts to organize more drivers against 
their will. 

But this is not just a State issue. This 
drive is directed from other areas. I 
have a copy of a letter dated January 26, 
1956, from one John Bridge, executive 
chairman of the Motor Carrier Labor 
Advisory Council, Chicago, to the Bee 
Line Motor Freight Co. in Omaha, show
ing that the secondary boycott is an 
interstate conspiracy. The letter ad
dressed to W. L. Pruner, president of 
Bee Line, reads: 

Until further notice, I recommend that 
you discont inue freight interchange with the 
Nebraska carriers listed below in order to 
avoid unnecessary interruption of your serv
ice outside of the State of Nebraska: Heuton 
Transfer, Lyons Transfer, Abler Transfer, 
Ross Transfer. 

Next to violence, the secondary boy
cott is the most vicious weapon used by 
union bosses. The incidents in Nebraska 
are but a proverbial "drop in the bucket'' 
when the overall situation is surveyed. 
Permit me to just hit a few high spots of 
current or recent secondary boycott ac
tivities in all parts of the United States. 

In Massachusetts the teamsters have 
attempted to prevent shippers from 
using "piggyback" service on the New 
York, New Haven Railroad. They seel{ to 
restrain this type of service that has been 
given by the railroad for 18 years. 

In Baltimore, the building trades 
unions are trying to compel contractors 
to agree to secondary boycotts in ad
vance. By contract, they want general 
contractors to promise not to do business 
with a subcontractor whose employees 
are not members of the building trades 
union. To further monopolize the labor 
market they seek to make union subcon
tractors refuse to do work for nonunion 

· gener al contractors. Secondary boy
cotts have been used to try to compel 
contractors to agree to such agreements. 

The Daily Oklahoman of March 31 re
ports from Oklahoma City, and I quote: 

A teamsters, union plan to picket three 
large Oklahoma City grocery chains because 
they handle nonunion bread was revealed 
Friday. 

Union men in Utah followed a cheese 
truck belonging to the Cache Valley 
Dairy Association of Smithfield, Utah, 
2,300 miles to New York City to picket 
the truck on its delivery of cheese to the 
New York distributor. There was no 
labor dispute involved: the union was 
merely trying to compel the dairy to 
make its men join the union unwillingly. 

In Los Angeles, carpenters refused to 
install doors made in Wisconsin and 
kitchen cabinets made in Iowa because 
they do not have a union label. Insist
ing on this restraint of trade, the union 
used a secondary boycott to force west 
coast firms to stop doing business with 
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the companies in Wisconsin and Iowa. 
In the Iowa case, the vast majority of 
the cabinetmaker's employees were union 
members. 

In New York City a new weekly news
paper, the New York Sunday Graphic, 
was boycotted out of business before it 
could get out of the pressroom. Why? 
Because the editor did not obtain ad
vance permission from a circulation 
union that he could go into business. 

Also in New York, folks who owned 
Royal typewriters were picketed if they 
attempted to have the typewriters re
paired while the union at Royal was on 
strike against the firm. 

In Akron, Ohio, the Burt Manufactur
ing Co. has a certified union-men who 
are members of the AFL-CIO steelwork
ers. But the AFL-CIO sheet metal 
workers refuse to install Burt ventilators 
because they do not make the ventila
tors. Architects are intimidated that if 
they order Burt products there will be 
trouble on the job site. 

The Benjamin Electric Co., of Des 
Plaines, Ill., reports that although 80 per
cent of its employees are union mem
bers, their products cannot be sold in 
St. Louis and several other cities because 
the company refuses to apply the union's 
label to their product. The company's 
merchandise is kept off the market by a 
threat of a secondary boycott. 

In St. Louis, Swift & Co.'s products were 
kept from meat market counters because 
of a secondary boycott by the meatcut
ters' union. The union insisted that 
Swift salesmen join it. 

In Newcastle County, Del., the con
struction of an airport was held up 
nearly 5 months because the county gave 
the electrical work to the lowest bidding 
contractor. It happened his employees 
chose to remain outside the Interna
tional Brotherhood of Electrical Workers. 

I introduce, for appropriate reference, 
a bill to amend the Labor Management 
Relations Act of 1947, as amended, and 
for other purposes. I ask: unanimous 
consent that the bill, together with an 
explanation of the bill, prepared by me, 
may be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and, without objection, the bill 
and explanatory statement · will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 3842) to amend the Labor 
Management Relations Act, 1947, as 
amended, and for other purposes, in
troduced by Mr. CURTIS, was received, 
read twice by its title, referred to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Labor Manage
ment Relations Act, 1947, as amended, is 
hereby further amended as follows: 

(a) Section 8 (b) (4) of title I of such 
act is amended to read as follows: 

"(4) To exert, attempt to exert, or threaten 
to exert ( regardless of the provisions in any 
collective bargaining or other contract) 
against an employer economic coercion of 
any type, by picketing or by any other means, 
where an object thereof is-

" (A) forcing or requiring any employer 
or self-employed person to join any labor or 
employer organization; 

"(B) forcing or requiring an employer or 
other person to cease doing business with 
any other person; . 

"(C) forcing or requiring any other em
ployer to recognize or bargain with a labor 
organization as the representative of his em-. 
ployees unless such labor organization has 
been certified as the representative of such 
employees under the provision of section 9; 

" ( D) forcing or requiring any employer to 
interfere with his employees' right to join or 
refrain from joining a labor organization as 
set forth in section 7; 

"(E) forcing . or requiring employees to 
join or refuse to join a labor organization; 

"(F) forcing or requiring any employer to 
assign particular work to employees in a 
particular labor organization or in a par
ticular trade, craft, or class rather than to 
employees in another labor organization or 
in another trade, craft, or class, unless such 
employer is failing to conform to an order 
or certification of the Board determining the 
bargaining representative for employees per
forming such work: Provided, That nothing 
contained in subsection (b) shall be con
strued to make unlawful a refusal by any 
person to enter upon the premises of any 
employer (other than his own employer), 
if the employees of such employer are en
gaged in a strike ratified or approved by a 
representative of such employees whom such 
employer is required to recognize under this 
act." 

(b) Section 10 (1) of title I of such act 
is amended by striking out the first sentence 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
"Whenever it is charged that any person has 
engaged in an unfair labor practice within 
the meaning of paragraph (4) (A), (B), 
(C}, (D), (E}, or (F) of section 8 (b), the 
preliminary investigation of such charge 
sha ll be made forthwith and given priority 
over all other cases except cases of like 
character in the office where it is filed or to 
which · it is referred." 

( c) Section 303 of title 3 of such act is 
amended to read as follows: "Whoever shall 
be injured in his business or property by 
reason of any act or acts which are made an 
unfair labor practice under section 8 (b) (4) 
of the National Labor Relations Act, as 
amended, may sue therefor in any district 
court of the United States subject to the 
limitations and provisions of section 301 of 
this act without respect to the amount in 
controversy, or in any other court having 
jurisdiction of the parties, and shall recover 
the damages by him sustained and cost of 
the suit." 

The explanatory statement, presented 
by Mr. CURTIS, is as follows: 
EXPLANATORY STATEMENT BY SENATOR CURTIS 

The following statement explains the pur
pose, background, and detail of S. 3842 which 
I have today introduced before the United 
States Senate : 

I. PURPOSE OF THE BILL 
The bill is designed as a substitute for 

the present language of section 8 (b) (4) of 
the Taft.;Hartley Act. Its purpose is to make 
more effective the prohibition on secondary 
boycotts which Congress intended at the time 
of the passage of the original act in 1947. 

In drafting the language, an effort has 
been made to simplify the wording so that 
the intent shall be clear and understandable. 
As with the present language of section 8 
( b) ( 4) , secondary boycotts are the primary 
concern, but certain primary activities di
rectly related to secondary boycotts are also 
covered. 

II. THE BACKGROUND OF THIS PROPOSAL 
1. Status of secondary boycotts prior to pas

sage of the Taft-Hartley Act 
Even before the passage of the Taft-Hart

ley Act, secondary boycotts were generally 

regarded as unlawful. Numerous court de
cisions going back for many years had 
adopted this view. Writing in 1940, a rec
ognized authority on labor law, Mr. Ludwig 
Teller, said: 

"American judicial decision has come in
to general agreement that there is a dis
tinction between a primary boycott and a 
secondary boycott, and, as sha ll be seen 
hereafter, that the primary boycott, if peace
fully carried on, is legal, while the second
ary boycott, illegal because involving the 
exercise of coercion upon innocent third 
persons not parties to the dispute." (Teller, 
Labor Disputes and Collective Bargaining, 
vol. I, p. 454.) 

Federal statutory relief became necessary 
because of the difficulty of securing adequate 
relief in Federal and State courts * • * 
a situation brought about by the restrictions 
placed on the issuance of injunctions in la
bor disputes by the Norris-LaGuardia Act 
and similar statutes in many States. Thus 
an admitted evil-the secondary boycott
existed, but affected parties were unable, 
because of procedural restrictions, to get ef
fective help. 

2. Legislative htstory of section 8 (b) (4) of 
the Taft-Hartley Act 

Prior to the passage of the Taft-Hartley 
Act, lengthy hearings were held by congres
sional committees on the need for a more 
balanced labor-relations statute. As the 
committee reports show, one of the most dis
cussed evils was the secondary boycott. Tes
timony before both the Senate and House 
committees showed in minute detail the un
fair and undesirable technique and purpose 
of secondary boycotts. 

There is no question but that the Congress 
in passing section 8 (b} (4) sought to pro
hibit the use of secondary boycotts in indus
tries subject to the provisions of the act. 
The point is almost too clear to require docu
mentation. The conference report to the 
House of Representatives referred to section 
8 (b) ( 4) (A), as follows: 

"Under clause (A) [of 8 (b) (4)) strikes or 
boycotts, or attempts to induce or encourage 
such action were made unfair labor practices 
if the purpose was to force an employer or 
other person to cease using, selling, handling, 
transporting, or otherwise dealing in the 
products of another, or to cease doing busi
ness with any other person. Thus it was 
made an unfair labor practice for a union to 
engage in a strike against employer A for the 
purpose of forcing that employer to cease 
doing business with employer B. Similarly it 
would not be lawful for a union to boycott 
employer A because empioyer A uses or oth
erwise deals in the goods of, or does busine::s 
with, employer B" (H. Rept. No. 510, 80th 
Cong., 1st sess., 43}. 

Senator Taft, who was sponsor of the bill 
in the Senate, discussed on the floor of the 
Senate the secondary boycott section in the 
following terms: 

"Under the provisions of the Norris-La
Guardia Act, it became impossible to stop a 
secondary boycott or any other kind of a 
strike, no matter how unlawful it may have 
been at common law. All this provision of 
the bill does is to reverse the effect of the law 
as to secondary boycotts. It has been set 
forth that there are good secondary boycotts 
and bad secondary boycotts. Our committee 
heard evidence for weeks and never succeed
ed in having anyone tell us any difference 
between different kinds of secondary boy
cotts. So we have so broadened the provi
sion dealing with secondary boycotts as to 
make them an unfair labor practice" (93 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 4198). 

3. The language of section 8 (b} (4) 
Although intended to prohibit secondary 

boycotts, the language of section 8 (b) (4) 
does not use the term. It was apparently 
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felt that, by describing the technique nor- . 
:mally used, the matter could be more effec
tively handled. Consequently, it was made 
unlawful. for a union or its agents to induce 
or encourage employees to refuse -to perform· 
work where an object is · to force one em
ployer to cease doing business with another.
Within this phraseology certainly falls the
:majority of the sitl,lations which have tra
ditionally been regarded as secondary boy
cotts. It did not, as subsequent experience 
has painfully shown, cover all. Moreover, 
this fact has led those who have sought 
to circumvent the act to use boycott meth
ods which deviate sufficiently from the spec
ified activity so as to be untouched by the
sanctions of the act. 
4. Board and court interpretations of section· 

8 (b) (4) 
Congressional intent to prohibit second

ary boycotts has not been carried out: 
Board and court interpretations have made 
Eerious inroads on the statutory framework. 
Inadvertent omissions in the original lan
guage have also contributed to the present 
situation. As a result, impor tant loopholes 
now exist which, when carefully used by 
well-advised parties, can permit the very type. 
of activity which Congress sought to pro
hibit. 

Some of the so-called loopholes are listed 
below: 

(~) Threats to Employers 
The present language makes unlawful 

only the inducement of employees to re
fuse to perform work. The threat of a 
boycott directed to an employer or its agent 
goes unchallenged. Particularly where small 
businesses are concerned, the threat ef a 
secondary boycott directed toward· a com
pany president or a plant manager can. be 
even more effective than the inducement 
of his employees. Often, the company is 
in no position strategically to wait and see 
if the union means to or has the power. 
to carry out its threat. This fact of life 
has been recognized by the unions, and 
threats to neutral employers have been 
used with telling effect. 

(2) Hot Cargo Clauses 
Early in the administration of the Taft

Hartley Act the Board issued a decision in 
the now famous Conway's Express case (Con
way's Express (87 NLRB ·130, enforced, 195 F. 
2d. 906) ) which, in effect, stated that a 
clause in a collective bargaining contract 
permitting unionized employees to refuse to 
handle goods labeled as unfair or "hot" by 
the union would serve as a valid defense to 
otherwise unlawful. inducement of a second
ary boycott. The Board's decision was up
held on appeal by the S3cond Circuit Court. 
Although the decision of the court may not 
necessarily be as complete an endorsement 
of the hot cargo clause as is generally 
thought, unions were quick to seize on the 
Conway decision as a convenient vehicle to 
circumvent the act. All that was needed 
was a clause in a collective bargaining con
tract permitting a secondary boycott. Given 
sufficient bargaining strength on the part of 
the union, the result was easy to foresee. 
Hot cargo clauses appeared all over the 
country. Secondary boycotts were conducted 
with impunity under the protective wing of 
such provisions. 

A majority of the Board continued to fol
low the Conway doctrine until the McAlister 
case (McAlister Transfer, Inc., 110 NLRB No. 
224) which was decided in 1954. At that 
time, changes in Board personnel resulted in 
a restudy of the matter In the McAlister 
decision, a majority of the Board adopted 
the view that hot cargo clauses could not be 
sustained as a valid defense against other
wise unlawful conduct unless the employer 
acquiesced in their observance. The pres
ent Board now follows the rule set forth in 
the McAlister case, with two Board members 
d issenting on the theory that the Conway 

decision is controlling, and a third Board 
member concurring specially with the ma
jority opinion on the ground that the exist
ence of such a provision should be regarded 
as illegal per se. See, for example, the · 
Board's decision in Sand Door & Plywood Co. 
(113 NLRB No. 123). 

It seems difficult to understand the Con
way decision and the rationale behind it. 
In effect it espouses the principle that pri
vate parties can, by contract, set aside or 
circumvent an important matter of public 
policy embodied in a statute passed by the 
Congress. To my knowledge, no precedent 
exists for such circumvention. Even if the 
parties to a collective bargaining agreement 
containing such a clause were the only ones 
involved. in congressional consideration of 
the secondary boycott problem, there still 
would be no justification for a contradiction · 
of that policy once it had been clearly set 
forth. Here, of course, Congress was clearly 
considering interests going far beyond the 
primary employer and the union with which 
it is at the time doing business. Congress. 
was seeking to protect neutral and third 
party employers, their employees, and per
haps most important, the community as a 
whole. Indeed, a major puTpose of section 
8 (b) (4) was to limit the area of indus
trial strife to those directly involved in the 
dispute. In this posture it is obvious that 
the hot cargo doctrine as set forth in the 
Conway case constitutes a flagrant attempt 
by · an administrative agency to destroy a 
clear congressional mandate. 

While the present Board has adopted a. 
more reasonable view of the matter, the 
problem is so important that it should not 
be left to the opinions of appointees to ad
ministrative office. Congress must speak 
once and for all in regard to the matter. 

(3) Refusal To Enter Employment 
In certain industries where occasional or 

per-job employment is the rule, unions have 
found that a secondary boycott can be con
ducted, not by inducing employees to refuse 
to perform work-which is unlawful-but 
merely by refusing to let members accept 
work with an employer who is unfair. The 
technique is effective where the union con
trols most of the skilled help in the market 
and where employment is on a per-job basis. 
The present act does not, according to Board 
and court decisions, reach this type of tactic, 
and it was so held in Joliet Contractors 
Association {99 N. L. R. B. 139). 

( 4) Secondary Customer Boycott 
The language of section 8 (b) (4) -does not 

prohibit secondary customer boycotts. Thus, 
for example, a union can apparently picket 
the customer entrances of a retail store 
which is carrying a product manufactured by 
.a company with which the union has a pri
mary dispute. Similarly, a union can organ
ize a consumer or customer boycott against 
a soft drink distributing company merely 
because that company advertises on a radio 
or television station with which the union 
has a primary dispute. These are examples 
of secondary customer or consumer boycotts 
where the secondary employer offers goods or 
services directly to the consuming public. 
Such a boycott is a potent form of economic 
pressure. 
(5) Restricted Definitions of the Terms "Em

ployer" and "Person" 
For the general purposes of the applica

tion of the act, there are set forth in section 
2 definitions of terms used in the act. 
Among the definitions included are those 
for the terms "employer," "employee," and 
"person." In applying the secondary boy
cott section of the act the Board has, in a 
number of cases, adhered strictly to these 
definitions, thus permitting otherwise un
lawful conduct. For example, the Interna
tional Rice Milling Co., Inc. (84 N. L. R. B. 
360), the Board held that a railroad company 
was not an employer within the meaning of 

the act. Hence, its employees could be in- . 
duced to refuse to perform work even though 
the objective was to force the railroad com
pany to cease doing business with anothe.r 
person. The interpretation was reversed by
the fifth circuit court in The Internati onal 
Rice Milling Co., Inc., v. NLRB (F. 2d.21), but 
the court's opinion has apparently not been 
generally accepted. See Sprys Electric Co. 
(104 N. L. R. B. 1128), where otherwise un
lawful inducement was permitted because a 
governmental agency was the organization 
involved in the interruption of business. 

It is my opinion that the legislative his
tory of the present act indicates an intent on 
the part of Congress to broadly apply the 
secondary boycott prohibition. As our F ifth 
Circuit Court has pointed out, the need for 
restricted defin.itions of certain key words, 
which undoubtedly exist in connection with 
the application of · some other parts of the 
act, does not exist in applying the boycott 
provisions. 

(6) Ambulatory Picketing 
In an early decision of the Board (Schultz 

Refrigerated Services, Inc. (87 NLRB 92)) 
picketing of the trucks of a primary em
ployer was permitted wherever those trucks 
stopped to pick up or deliver. Subsequent 
decisions in the past several years have re
stricted the application of the doctrine, but 
it should be settled once and for all. The 
theoretical basis of the doctrine lies in a 
legitimate desire to protect primary picket
ing at or near the premises of the primary 
employer. The trucks become an extension· 
of the premises. Hence, the following of the 
trucks has _been permitted. The reasoning 
overlooks the obvious fact that picketing 
away from the premises of the primary em
ployer has quite plainly the principal objec
tive of inducing employees of the secondary 
employer to refuse to perform work. Con-· 
sequently, in my judgment, -11; should be re
garded as unlawful. 

The above listing is not intended to cover 
all the loopholes that exist in the present 
framework of boycott protection. There are 
otp..ers. The proposed language is intended 
to cover all the indicated loopholes, but it 
is not intended that the construction of the 
proposed wording be limited to those situa
tions covered by existing interpretation plus 
the loopholes. Where there is economic 
pressure on an employer for one of the 
stated objectives, the activity is intended to· 
be unlawful, whether it fits a presently con
templated situation or not. 
III. A COMPARISON OF THE LANGUAGE OF S. 3842 

AND SECTION 8 (B) (4) OF THE TAFT-HARTLEY 
ACT 

In this section, the several parts of the 
proposed bill are discussed and compared 
with comparable wording in Section 8 (b) (4) 
of the Taft-Hartley Act. 

1. Introductory wording: 
The present act makes it an unfair labor 

practice for a labor organization or its 
agents-

"(4) to engage in, or to induce or encour
age the employees of any employer to engage 
in, a strike or a concerted refusal in the 
course of their employment to use, manu
facture, process, transport, or otherwise han
dle or work on any goods, articles, materials, 
or commodities or to perform any service, 
where an object thereof is • • • ." 

The comparable language in s. 3842 reads 
as follows: 

"(4) to exert, attempt to exert, or threaten 
to exert, (regardless of the provisions in any 
collective bargaining or other contract) 
against ·· an employer economic coercion of 
any type, by picketing or by any other means, 
where an Object thereof is • • *." 

The proposed wording is at once a simpli
fication and an extension of the present 
statutory language. The Taft-Hartley word
ing in essence makes unlawful the induce
ment of employees to refuse to perform 
work. Experience has shown that there are 
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other and equally effective forms of economic 
coercion against the neutral or third party 
employer besides inducing his employees to 
refuse to perform work. If the objective of 
the section is to prevent economic pressure 
directed toward a neutral employer in order 
to force ·him to cease doing business with 
some other person, then it inevitably follows 
that all sorts of economic pressure should 
be prohibited. In other words, if the vice 
of the secondary boycott is economic pres
sure against a neutral, all types of economic 
pressure should be prohibited, not merely the 
type which is traditionally the most used, 
that is, a refusal to work by his employees. 
There is no logical half-way point in attack
ing this problem. Either all economic pres• 
sure against the secondary employer is pro
hibited, or none at all. Union activity de
signed to coerce a third party employer is no 
less a secondary boycott because it uses an 
approach which is not usual. Indeed the 
limitation of the prohibition to a particular 
technique encourages resort to other means. 

The proposed langu.age ·references "eco
nomic· coercion of any type" against a third 
party employer. Admittedly, this is a com
prehensive reference. It is intended to be. 
Nothing less than this is acceptable if sec
ondary boycotts are to be prohibited. This 
was, of course, the intent of Congress in 
1947. I believe that it is the intent of Con
gress today. Let us effectuate that intent. 

Before discussing by way of illustration the 
types of economic coercion which are covered 
let it be said that the language does not, nor 
ls it intended to, limit or interfere with the 
right to conduct a primary strike. Thefo 
were those who challenged the present lan
guage of the act as prohibiting the picketing 
normally incidental to a primary strike on 
the theory tJ::J.at the picketing had the effect 
of inducing employees of third party sup
pliers not to cross the piclcetline. Whatever 
an overly literal reading of the present lan
guage may re.veal it is obvious that Congress, 
in 1947, intended no such result. Nowhere 
in the legislative history of the act is there 
the slightest indication of such intent. Ob
viously, it is a result which is not to be 
lightly inferred. 

The proposed language- does not ·inter
fere with the right to · conduct a primary 
strike, nor with the usual picketing that nor
mally occurs at or near the situs of · this 
primary d ispute. The extension of such 
picketing or other forms of inducement to 
the premises of a secondary employer does, 
of course, raise an entirely different problem. 

On the postive side the proposed language 
prohibits the type of inducement covered by 
the wording of the present act. It goes be
yond this to include all types of economic 
pressure whether directly or indirectly ap
plied. Illustrative of the types of economic 
pressure intended to be covered by the lan
guage are the following: 

(1) Threats of economic coercion directed 
to owners, managers, and their representa
tives. 

(2) Threats to induce or the actual induce
ment of customer or consumer boycotts of 
the product or services of a secondary em
ployer. 

(3) Threats to refuse or the actual refusal 
to accept employment with secondary em
ployers. 

( 4) The inducement of employees to refuse 
to perform work. 

The above listing is mustrative, and is not 
to be regarded as covering all types of eco
nomic pressure covered by the wording. 

The parenthetical inclusion in the pro
posed language relates to the hot cargo 
clause problem. By this wording, it is in.
tended that hot cargo clauses shall not serve 
as a defense to otherwise unlawful conduct. 
It is further the intent of the wording that 
no con tract language shall in any way be 
construed so as to bind an employer to per
mit or acquiesce in an otherwise unlawful 
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refusal on the part of his employees to per
form work. The declared public policy of 
the United States against secondary boycotts 
cannot be modified by private contractual 
agreements. I might add that, in my judg
ment, the insistence by a union of the in
clusion of such a clause in a collective bar
gaining contract should be :i;-egarded as a re .. 
fusal to bargain in gocd faith. 

The term "employer" as used in this sec
tion is not limited to the strict definition of 
the term as set forth in section 2 of the 
present act. It is specifically intended to 
cover any employer, whether or not he be 
subject to other provisions of the statute. 
Among others this would include railroad 
companies, State and Federal Governments, 
,employers of farm labor, etc. 

It may be argued by some that the com
prehensive nature of the prohibition pro
posed makes it subject to constitutional 
challenge. Such an objection is unfounded. 
It was raised and disposed of by the courts 
ln connection with the present language of 
·section 8 (b) (4). (International Brother
hood of Electrical Wor kers, Local 501 v. NLRB 
341 U. S. 694.) There is no constitutional 
right to induce, or threaten to induce, even 
by peaceful means, acts which are unlawful. 
Congress has declared secondary boycotts to 
be unlawful. Their inducement, or threats 
thereof, is not privileged. 

2. "(A) forcing or requiring any employer 
or self-employed person to join any labor 
or employer organization": 
· The language here relates to forcing ·or re
quiring an employer or self-employed person 
to join a union. The wording is the same 
as that contained in the first part of para
·graph "(A)" of the present Taft-Hartley 
Act. Although the language has received 
relatively little application insofar as the 
present act is -concerned, no one will dispute 
the wisdom of its · inclusion. It is placed 
'in a separate paragraph here for purposes of 
-clarification only. No change in meaning or 
interpretation is intended. 

3. "(B) forcing or requiring an employer 
or other person to cease doing business with 
any other person": 

This is the heart of the proposed amend
ment, just ·as generally similar language is 
the heart of section 8 (b) (4) of the present 
.act. The paragraph is essentially the same 
as the last part of section 8 (b) (4) (A) of 
the Taft-Hartley Act. The only change is 
the elimination of the enumeration in the 
present language. It is felt that the phrase 
"cease doing business wit h" covers the spe
cific items now mentioned such as selling, 
using, handling, etc. The use of the single 
phrase "cease doing business with" which 
is contained in the present act, along with 
the enumeration, is not intended to imply a 
more restricted interpretation of the lan
guage. The simplification is proposed merely 
for the purpose of clarity so that the average 
person on reading the language will more 
readily understand just what is meant. 

4. "(C) forcing or requiring any other em
ployer to recognize or bargain with a labor 
organization as the representative of his 
employees unless such labor organization has 
been certified as the representative of such 
employees under the provision of section 9": 

The language here is exactly the same as 
that now contained in section 8 (b) (4) (B) 
of the Taft-Hartley Act. Existing interpre
tation of that section is regarded as satis
factory. 

5. "(D) forcing or requiring any employer 
to interfere with his employees' right to join 
or refrain from joining a labor organization 
as set forth in section 7" : 

This language is not contained in section 
8 (b) (4) of the Taft-Hartley Act. It is de
signed to prohibit the use of economic coer
cion for the purpose of forcing an employer 
to interfere with the right of his employees 
to join or refrain from joining a union. 
Among other things, the wording would pro-

hibit what is now known as recognition 
picketing. 

The cornerstone of the Wagner Act and 
the Taft-Hartley Act is contained in section 
7. In the original law, the guaranty set 
forth in section 7 declared as a matter of 
public policy the right of employees to self
organization-the right to freely select their 
own bargaining representative. Added to 
:this basic right in 1947 was the corollary 
right to refuse to participate in union activ
ity. Taken together, these guaranties form 
the basis of our national labor policy. It 
is a sound basis. 'I'he cornerstone is well 
laid. 

With this as a basis, it follows necessarily 
that neither a company nor a union should 
have the right to coerce an employee in the 
exercise of his right to join or refuse to join 
a labor organization. And from this it fol
lows that an employer should be free from 
economic pressure or coercion designed to 
force him to interfere with the rights of an 
employee. 
. Section 9 of the present act generally fol
lows the scheme set up in the Wagner Act 
whereby the selection of a bargaining agent 
can be made by secret ballot in an election 
conducted by the National Labor Relations 
Board. This is a procedure which gives 
meaning to the guaranty of an uncoerced 
choice. The thousands of elections con
ducted by the Board over the past 20 years 
indicate beyond question the efficacy of the 
balloting procedure. 

TOday, however, a serious inroad on the 
right of freedom of choice has been made. 
.It is an inroad which is not covered by 
present statutory language. It is re·cogni• 
tion p icketing. 

In the usual situation, recognttion picket-
4.ng takes places where an employer has 
refused a demand that the union be rec~ 
·ognized as .a majority bargaining agent. and 
thereafter a picket line is set up at or near 
the employer's place of business. The only 
way that the employer can resolve the situa
tion ls to recognize the union, regardless of 
the wishes of his employees, and sign up 
with the union. For the employer to do 
so ls to engage in an unfair labor practice. 
Yet the fault is not his. Economic pressure 
of the picket line in some cases forces him 
to make a choice between signing up with a 
union or going out of business. It is difficult 
to blame him when he takes the course of 
saving his business, even though it means 
violating the law. 

The election machinery set up in the act 
should be u sed to determine majority status. 
Recognition piclceting should be permitted 
only where the employer refuses to accept 
the choice of his employees in selecting a 
bargaining agent. 

The overwhelming majority of State courts 
today have declared recognit ion picketing to 
be unlawful. These courts have realized the 
inconsistency between a guarantee of free 
choice and economic coercion which forces an 
employer to select a bargaining agent for his 
employee. Consequently, in most jurisdic
tions, such picketing can be enjoined. This 
fact does not, however, solve the problem at 
the .Federal level. ·with the Supreme Court's 
decision in the Garner case, which empha
sized the preemption by the Federal Govern
ment in certain important areas in labor
management relations, State jurisdiction in 
recognition picketing situations may well be 
now limited to those situations in which the 
National Labor Relations Board either does 
not have jurisdiction, or does not seek to ex
ercise its jurisdiction ( Garner v. Teamsters, 
C. & H. Uni on (346 U. S. 486)). A large seg
ment of the American economy is therefore 
left open to this patently unfair and coer
cive device. 

The recognition-picketing problem ls in
cluded in this section of the act because it is 
closely allied to the secondary boycott issue. 
Studies have shown that a majority of sec
ondary boycotts arise from situations in 
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which the union is trying to recognize the 
employees of the primary employer. Unsuc
cessful by direct appeal, the union seelts to 
pressure the employer into recognition by 
putting economic pressure on the second
ary employer who does business with the pri
mary employer. The language of the present 
act covers those situations in which the 
recognition is being forced through the use of 
pressure on a secondary employer. The pro
posed language would add a necessary ele
ment to the protection by prohibiting eco
nomic pressure directed toward the primary 
employer. While such pressure is normally 
in the form of picketing, the proposed word
ing covers all types of economic pressure 
which has as an object the forcing or re
quiring of an employer to interfere with the 
right of his employees to join or refrain from 
joining a labor organization. 

There can be no question today of the con
stitutionality of a prohibition against recog
nition picketing. In Building Servi ces Union 
v. Gazzam (339 U. S. 532). the United States 
Supreme Court upheld a lower court de
cision permitting an injunction against 
recognition picketing in the State of Wash
ington. The public policy of that St ate con
demned interference with the right of em
ployees of that State to self-organization. 
The same treatment would undoubtedly be 
accorded a congressionally enunciated policy 
on the subject. 

6. "(E) forcing or requiring employees to 
join or refuse to join a labor organization": 

The proposed language is not found in t h e 
Taft-Hartley Act. Its purpose is to p rohibit 
the use of economic coercion against an em
ployer where an object is the forcing or re
quiring of employees to join or refuse to 
join a labor organization. Obviously this 
purpose is related to that discussed in pro
posed paragraph "(D) ." 

In picketing situations today, where the 
union is seeking to become the bargaining 
agent, there is the much-debated problem 
of recognition versus organizational picket
ing. In a few jurisdictions, particularly in 
New York, there is an effort to distinguish 
between the two types. Theoretically, this 
can be done. Recognition picketing involves 
a situation in which the union demands rec
ognition from the employer and, failing to 
get it, puts up a picket line. Organizational 
picketing, on the other hand, embraces the 
situation where the union makes no demand 
on the employer -for recognition but pickets 
allegedly for the purpose of organizing the 
employees. While a difference does exist in 
theory, it is open to question as to how much 
validity it may have in practice. 

From the employer's point of view, in both 
cases the picket line is there. If the exist
en<:e of the pickets reduces the number of 
customers as it often does, for example, in 
the case of a retail store, or induces the em
ployees of a third-party employer to refuse 
to pick up or deliver at the premises of the 
picketed employer, the economic effect is the 
same. The loss is just as great whether the 
union has demanded recognition or whether 
it claims merely to be organizing the people. 
The solution for the employer, if he cannot 
stand the pressure, is to force his employees 
into the union and to sign up. 

From the point of view of the employees 
of the picketed employer, the difference is 
also insubstantial. The economic coercion 
against the employer is just as real in one 
case as in the other. If, as a result, they 
feel they have to join the union, their free
dom of choice is impaired, whether the piclt
eting is said to be organizational or recog
nition in character. 

From the union's point of view, the answer 
is obvious. If recognition picketing is pro
hibited and organizational picketing is per
mitted, all the union has to do is to make 
sure that it never overtly demands recogni
tion and sticks to its claim that the picket
ing is organizational in character. The im
portant weapon is the picket line. If it 

brings about the requisite degree of eco
nomic coercion, the employer and the em
ployees will be forced to line up. 

From a legislative point of view-whether 
it be Federal or State-the restriction on 
organizational picketing raises a difficult 
pr9blem. To the extent that it is an appeal 
to employees for support, it should be pro
tected. To the extent that it coerces by 
economic pressure employees into joining 
a union, it should be condemned. This dual 
character of organizational picketing is the 
source of considerable confusion. My own 
view is that, where all the facts of the case 
show the picketing to be coercive-that is, 
to have the effect of forcing or requiring 
employees to join a union-it should be pro
hibited. Such is the intent of the language 
here proposed. 

It is not the intent of this language to 
impinge upon the legitimate efforts of 
unions to preach the benefits of organiza
tion to employees. I would not intrude 
upon this right if I could. To me it is both 
important and necessary. On the other 
hand, I would not permit the use of this 
right as a technique to coerce employees in 
the exercise of their right to select or re
ject a union. In my judgment, organiza
tional picketing in most contexts goes be
yond an appeal to reason and becomes an 
instrument of coercion. Where election ma
chinery is available, and where the law pro
hibits employer interference with the right 
of employees to select their own bargaining 
agent; let unions sell the benefits of organi
zat_ion by appeals to reason, not by the use 
of economic force. 

The specific language used refers to "forc
ing or requiring employees." In my judg
ment, these words have nothing to do with 
persuasion, exhortation, or the right of free 
speech. Where organizational picketing has 
the effect of forcing or requiring employees 
to join or not to join a union, it should be 
struck down. It is at that point no longer 
privileged as free speech. 

While the language is most importantly 
directed toward picketing, it also is intended 
to include other types of economic coercion 
where an object is forcing or requiring em
ployees to join or to refuse to join a labor 
organization. 

In some quarters there may exist a belief 
that the proposed language runs afoul of 
the constitutional guaranty of free speech. 
I would not propose it, nor support it if it 
did. I am convinced that it does not. My 
conviction is supported by two significant 
court decisions, one by the Supreme Judi
cial Court of Maine and the other by the 
Wisconsin Supreme Court. In the Maine 
case (Pappas v. Stacey (116 Atl. (2d) 497)) 
a restaurant was picketed for the alleged 
purpose of organizing the employees. The 
issuance of an injunction was upheld on 
the grounds that the picketing violated a 
Maine statute guaranteeing freedom of self
organiza tion. Overruled by the court was 
the union's contention that the injunction 
infringed on constitutional rights. The de
cision was appealed to the Supreme Court 
of the United States, and was there dismissed 
without opinion (Pappas v. Stacey (U. S. 
Sup. Ct., No. 336, Oct. 24, 1955) ) . 

The Wisconsin case (Vogt, Inc. v. Team
sters Local (Wis. Sup. Ct. (1956), 37 LRRM 
2535) ) also involved a typical organizational 
picketing situation. In an initial decision 
(Vogt, Inc. v. Teamsters Local (270 Wis. 
315) ) the Court reversed on constitutional 
grounds a lower court decision granting an 
injunction. On reconsideration, the original 
decision was reversed and the lower court 
judgment was affirmed. 

While the Supreme Court of the United 
States haf! not directly passed on the ques
tion, I believe that these recent decisions in
dicate the direction of judicial thinking in 
those areas where it is necessary to draw a. 
line between free speech on the one hand, 
and the right of employees to self-organiza-

tion on the other. When speech in a context 
of action becomes coercive, it can be pro
hibited. 

7. "(F) forcing or requiring any employer 
to assign particular work to employees in 
a particular labor organization or in par
ticular trade, craft, or class rather than to 
employees in another labor organization or 
in another trade, craft, or class unless such 
employer is failing to conform to an order or 
certification of the Board determining the 
bargaining representative for employees per
forming such work: Provided, That nothing 
contained in subsection (b) shall be con
strued to make unlawful a refusal by any 
person to enter upon the premises of any 
empl..,yer (other than his own employer), 
if the employees of such employer are en
gaged in a strike ratified or approved by a 
representative of sue?, employees whom such 
employer is required to recognize under this 
act": 

The wording here is exactly the same as 
that contained in paragraph 8 (b) (4) (D) of 
the Taft-Hartley Act. 

The above represents an effort to set forth 
in deta il both the reasons for the proposed 
changes in present language, and the in
tended application of the wording sug
gested. Obviously, not all situations can be 
spelled out in advance. In 1947, Congress 
thought it was outlawing secondary boy
cotts. The objective has not been reached. 
It may be that, even with the language here 
proposed, loopholes will develop. It is my 
sincere b elief that if those who are con
s~ruing the language of this bill will recog
nize and accept the fundamental concept of 
the intent of Congress to do away with sec
ondary boycotts the objective can be 
achieved. 

ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION FOR 
EMPLOYEES OF POSTAL SERVICE 
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I intro

duce, for appropriate reference, a bill 
to provide additional compensation for 
employees of the postal service. I ask 
unanimous consent that a statement, 
prepared by me, in connection with the 
bill, may be read by the clerk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the clerk will read the 
statement. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, today I 

am introducing a bill to increase the 
salary of all postal employees $600 per 
year, and all substitutes 30 cents per 
hour. We passed a bill last year in
creasing salaries, but in the case of the 
majority of postal workers the increase 
was far too small. The salary for postal 
workers has not kept up to the improved 
standard of living. We must consider 
giving these employees a standard of 
living in keeping with the standard en
joyed by all other American citizens. 
The Heller Budget for Wage Earners 
indicates that for a man, wife, and two 
children a modest budget is $5,465.74 per 
year. The top pay of a letter carrier or 
postal clerk after 25 years is merely 
$4,710. 

There is little wonder that the Post 
Office is finding it difficult to recruit em
ployees; there is little wonder that the 
Post Office is finding it hard to retain 
employees. 

Two recent examples have been 
brought to my attention that illustrate 
clearly that standard of pay in the postal 
service is far below that in private 
industry. 
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One of our letter carriers has been 

in the postal service for over 16 years 
and is now in the second longevity step. 
This carrier has a son, who has just 
turned 21 years of age, and has been em
ployed by the telephone company as a 
splicer for the past 3 years. The son has 
had no specialized training and has 1,.ro
gressed in the telephone company at the 
normal rate of advancement; yet during 
the year just past the son, with only 3 
years of service, received over $500 in 
salary more than the father with 16 years 
of service. 

In another instance, the wife of one of 
our letter carriers who has not worked 
in any job since their marriage some 18 
years ago, recently went to work for one 
of the large concerns on the west coast. 
In a period of less than 6 months in the 
job, for which no specialized training 
or knowledge was required, her take
home pay exceeded that of her husband. 
Not only was the wife's pay greater, but 
the letter carrier claimed exemption for 
the three members of the family for 
income-tax purposes, while the wife took 
no exemptions. 

Despite recommendations that have 
been or will be received from the admin
istrative branch of Government, we have 
our responsibility to our postal em
ployees. We shall have shirked our duty 
unless we grant our postal employees pay 
raises commensurate with their training 
and their faithfulness, and with the 
American standard of living. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Toe 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred. 

The bill (S. 3846) to provide addi
tional compensation for employees of the 
postal service, introduced by Mr. LANGER, 
-was received, read twice by its title, and 
·referred to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

INVESTIGATION OF RAILROAD 
FREIGHT-CAR SHORTAGE 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I shall 
not take the time of the Senate to read 
a statement which I have prepared on 
the annual railroad freight-car shortage, 
but I wish to say that I am greatly in 
debt to the distinguished Senator from 
Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON] for the 
magnificent job · he has been doing as 
chairman of the Interstate Commerce 
·Committee in trying to obtain some ac
tion on the part of the Interstate Com
merce Commission and the railroads in 
regard to the freight-car shortage. 

In order to buttress his work, I think 
we need to support it by the passage 
in the Senate of a joint resolution which 
I introduce on ·behalf of myself, my col
league, the junior Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. NEUBERGER], the junior Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. YOUNG], the 
senior Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
LANGER], the senior Senator from Wash
ington [Mr. MAGNUSON], and the junior 
Senator from Washington [Mr. JACK
SON]. 
. I ask unanimous consent to have my 
statement in support of the joint reso
lution printed at this point as a part of 
my remarks, together with the text of 
the resolution itself, and I ask to have 
the resolution appropriately ref erred. 

Toe PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
joint resolution will be received and ap
propriately referred; and, without ob
jection, the joint resolution and state
ment will be printed in the RECORD. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 171) to 
direct the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion to undertake an investigation of the 
shortage of railroad freight cars in order 
to determine a program for the purpose 
of eliminating such shortage, introduced 
by Mr. MORSE (for himself and other 
Senators), was received, read twice by 
its title, referred to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and 
·ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Whereas annually serious freight-car 
shortages have occurred tb.l·oughout the Na
tion; and 

Whereas freight-car shortages in recent 
years have had increasingly adverse effects 
on the shipment and handling of many 
products, including lumber and grain and 
other farm commodities; and 

Whereas the lack of freight cars for han
dling lumber, grain, farm commodities, and 
other products during peak shipping periods 
has caused great losses to farmers, workers, 
and businessmen, and has resulted in de
terioration and spoilage and delays in the 
movement of a wide variety of products; 
and 

Whereas American class I railroads be
tween 1951 and 1955 have received enormous 
Federal income-tax benefits by way of rapid 
amortization of freight-car construction 
costs to assist in providing an adequate fleet 
of freight cars; and 

Whereas despite such tax benefits the total 
fleet of freight cars continues to decline; 
and 

Whereas there appears imminent a freight
car shortage of even more disastrous pro
portions this year; and 
. Whereas by law the Interstate Commerce 
Commission is required to submit to the 
Congress annual recommendations as to ad
ditional legislation relating to the regula
tion of commerce as may be deemed nec
esEary: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, et.c., That the Interstate Com
merce Commission shall immediately .under
take, in consultation with shippers, rail
roads, and interested Federal and State 
agencies, a comprehensive investigatiGm and 
study of the freight car shortage and shall 
report and recommend to the Congress by 
not later than 6 months from the date of en
actment of this joint resolution, a compre
hensive program to be undertaken by the 
Federal Government or the railroads, or both, 
to assure an adequate supply and proper 
distribution of freight cars within a reason
able time. Such investigation shall include, 
but not be limited to, the following subjects: 
(1) the establishment of a separate corpora
tion to be financed by the railroads to sup
ply an adequate pool of freight cars to serve 
the needs of the shipping public, (2) ade
quacy of funds available for hire of car serv
ice agents to enforce Interstate Commerce 
Commission orders, (3) adequacy of freight 
car construction and rebuilding facilities 
and programs in the United States and poli
cies of the railroads with respect to such 
rebuilding and reconstruction. 

SEC. 2. Such program as submitted to the 
Congress by the Interstate Commerce Com
mission shall include proposals for any leg
islation that may be required to obtain the 
necessary freight car supply; an estimate of 
the costs, if any, to the United States or to 
the railroads, or both, of carrying out such 
program; and any ·other matters that in the 
opinion of the Interstate Comme·rce Commis
sion may be helpful to the Congress in its 
consideration of effective means to terminate 
the annual freight car shortages. 

Toe statement, presented by Mr. 
MORSE, is as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MORSE 

The present indications are that this year's 
boxcar shortage will be one of the most seri
ous that has hit the shippers of this Nation 
in the entire history of the perennial car 
shortage problem. The situation on car sup
ply is becoming tighter and is considerably 
worse than it was at this time last -year. 
During the week ending May 5, 1956, we had 
a shortage of 6,994 freight cars and a surplus 
of only 4,891. For the comparable week in 
1955 there was a daily average shortage of 
5,010 freight cars as compared to an average 
daily surplus of 15,726. Parenthetically, I 
·should point out that we should not be mis
led by the coexistence of an average daily 
shortage and average daily surplus of cars. 
The difficulty is that the surpluses occur in 
areas other than where the shortage arises so 
the surpluses do not help eliminate the 
shortages. 

So far as the lumber industry in western 
Oregon is concerned, if the present trend 
continues the car shortage will result in one 
of the most serious . economic disruptions 
that has ever occurred in this vital industry. 
The freight car shortage probably will reach 
a peak during or immediately after grain 
harvest and will bring into bold focus the 
serious economic results of too few freight 
cars and improper distribution of the cars 
that are now in use. It is my opinion that 
the time has come to ca ll upon the Inter
state Commerce Commission for a searching 
and intensive study of the entire car short
age problem to be followed by recommenda
tions to the Congress for legislation which 
will once and for all alleviate these annual 
shortages in rail transportation facilities 
which would appear to be wholly unneces
sary if there were proper planning and co
ordination on the part of the American rail
roads and the agencies of Government that 
are charged with the responsibility of seeing 
to it that interstate commerce shipments 
travel swi,ftly, efficiently, and without inter
ruption. American shippers are entitled to 
the finest types of transportation during 
p eacetime and in times of national emer
gency our Government is entitled to rapid 
and complete transportation facilities. As 
the situation now stands neither American 
shippers nor the Government can be assured 
of attaining either of these objectives. The 
time has come to do something affirmative 
about this problem and I propose that we 
start at the Interstate Commerce Commission 
level. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission is 
an arm of the Congress established to handle 
varied problems relating to the Nation's rail
road transportation system. I know of no 
agency that is better equipped to handle an 
investigation of the freight-car shortage 
matter than the ICC. After all, it has been 
in business prior to the turn of the century. 

·It has .accumulated a wealth of facts and ex
perience in this field and is ideally equipped 
to make a penetrating analysis of this prob
lem which has become such a sore spot in 
our rail transportation program. For that 
reason, Mr. President, I am offering at this 
time a joint resolution calling for an investi
gation and report by the Interstate Com
merce Commission to remedy the freight-car 
situation. I sincerely hope that the Congress 
will take speedy action on this resolution be
cause the matter has become one of our prime 
domestic problems which urgently calls for 
rapid action and solution. 

At this time I should mention that Senator 
MAGNUSON, of the State of Washington, chair
man of the Senate Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Committee, has been of inesti
mable help to all of us in our search for a 
solution of the car-shortage problem. At the 
request of Senator NEUBERGER and myself, 
Chairman MAGNUSON scheduled hearings on 
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the boxcar shortage which brought to light 
many facts of great help to us in analyzing 
the situation. From Senator MAGNUSON and 
his committee there has been full cooperation 
in an endeavor to find ways to meet this 
shortage. He has given intensive study to 
this situation to get at the root of the 
trouble. The shippers throughout the Na
tion owe him a debt of gratitude for his ef
forts and I am sure that I express particu
larly the sentiments of lumber shippers in 
western Oregon when I pay the chairman this 
much-deserved praise. 

It is my understanding that the subcom
mittee on Freight-Car Shortages, composed of 
Senator MAGNUSON, chairman, and· Senators 
MoNRONEY and SCHOEPPEL, will soon offer a 
report on S. 2770 on which hearings have re
cently been held. I shall look forward to 
this report because I am satisfied that it wjll 
be most informative and helpful. 

On behalf of myself and Senators NEU
BERGER, MAGNUSON, JACKSON, YOUNG, and 
LANGER, I have introduced, for appropriate 
reference, a joint resolution to direct the In
terstate Commerce Commission to undertake 
an investigation of the shortage of railroad 
freight cars in order to determine a program 
for the purpose of eliminating such shortage. 

PRINTING AS A SENATE DOCUMENT 
REVISED EDITION OF SENATE 
DOCUMENT 85, 84TH CONGRESS, 
ENTITLED "SOVIET POLITICAL 
TREATIES AND VIOLATIONS" 
Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, the new 

leaders of Soviet Russia, in many public 
utterances since the death of Joseph 
Stalin, have proclaimed a desire for 
friendship with the nations of the free 
world. 

It is again time to take cognizance of 
the record of the Soviet Union in its for
mal relationships with other nations
not the word-of-mouth promises but the 
official written pledges which the Krem
lin has made since the imperialist regime 
was overthrown in 1917. 

The Senate Internal Security Subcom
mittee has brought up to date a staff 
study of this record which was published 
in 1955. Its supply of the original docu:
ment is nearly exhausted. Because of 
the newly aroused interest in the atti
tude of the Soviet leaders, I submit, for 
appropriate reference, a resolution pro
viding that the study may be printed as a 
Senate document and as a revision of 
Senate Document No. 85, 84th Congress, 
1st session, and that 12,500 additional 
copies be printed for the use of the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
resolution will be received and appro
priately referred. 

The resolution (S. Res. 262) was re
ceived and referred to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, as follows: 

Resolved, That there be printed as a Senate 
document a revised edition of Senate Docu
ment No. 85, current Congress, entitled 
"Soviet Political Treaties and Violations," 
and that 12,500 additional copies be printed 
for the use of the Committee on the Judi
ciary, United States Senate. 

NATIONAL MiNERALS POLICY
AMENDMENTS 

Mr. DIRKSEN submitted amendments, 
intended to be proposed by him, to the 
bill (S. 3764) expressing the sense of the 
Congress with respect to a sound na-

tional minerals policy, to prevent wide
spread unemployment in certain locali
ties and directing certain action in fur
the;ance of such policy, which were re
ferred to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs and ordered to be printed. 

PROTECTION OF NATURAL RE
SOURCES-CHANGE OF REFER
ENCE 
Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, at a 

recent meeting the Committee on the 
Judiciary authorized the chairman to re
quest that the Committee on · the Judi
ciary be discharged from further consid
eration of the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 
139) to provide for the commemoration 
of the 50th anniversary of the First Con
ference of State Governors for the pro
tection in the public interest of the nat
ural resources of the United States. 

On July 30, 1955, an identical joint res
olution was introduced and referred to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. When the present resolution, 
Senate Joint Resolution 139, was intro
duced on February 7, 1956, this measure 
was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

A study of Senate Joint Resolution 139 
discloses that it primarily concerns the 
preservation of our natural resources. 

Accordingly, Mr. President, on behalf 
of the Committee on the Judiciary, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on the Judiciary be discharged from fur
ther consideration of Senate Joint Res
olution 139, and that it be referred to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. , 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the Sen
ator from Mississippi? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT OF UNITED STATES 
INFORMATION AND EDUCATIONAL 
EXCHANGE ACT OF 1948-MOTION 
TO RECONSIDER VOTE 
Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on 

May 9, 1956, the bill (S. 3638) to promote 
the foreign policy of the United States 
by amending the United States Infor
mation and Educational Exchange Act of 
1948, Public Law 402, 80th Congress, was 
reported from the Committee on Foreign 
Relations and passed the Senate on the 
following day, May 10, 1956. 

Mr. President, I enter a motion to re
consider the vote by which S. 3638 was 
passed by the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
motion will be entered. 

ADDRESSES, 
CLES, ETC., 
RECORD 

EDITORIALS, ARTI
PRINTED IN THE 

On request, and by unanimous con
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

By Mr. THYE: 
Address delivered by him before the Re

serve Officers Ass.ociation at St. Paul, Minn., 
on May 5, 1956. 

By Mr. WILEY: 
Address on the subject of disarmament, 

delivered by him at· a luncheon of the-Civic 
Conference on Disarmament, at Chicago, Ill. 

By Mr. MORSE:· 
Address delivered by · Senator KEFAUVER at 

25th annual convention of the Young Demo
cratic Clubs of Oregon, at Portland, Oreg .• 
on April 21, 1956. 

NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINA
TION OF CHARLES E. WHITTAKER 
TO BE UNITED STATES CffiCUIT 
JUDGE, EIGHTH CffiCUIT 
Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on 

behalf of a subcommittee of the Com
mittee on the Judiciary, I desire to give 
notice that a public hearing has been 
scheduled for Tuesday, May 22, 1956, at 
10: 30 a. m., in room 424 Senate Office 
Building, on the following nomination: 
Charles E. Whittaker, of Missouri, to be 
United States circuit judge, eighth cir
cuit, vice John Caskie Collet, deceased. 

At the indicated time and place all 
persons interested in the above nomina
tion may make such representations as 
may be pertinent. The subcommittee 
consists of the Senator from South Car
olina [Mr. JOHNSTON], the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. JENNER]. and myself, 
chairman. 

NOTICE OF HEARING ON H. R. 5284, 
A BILL FOR THE RELIEF OF KEITH 
A.BOTTERUD 
Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, on be

half of a subcommittee of the Committee 
on the Judiciary, notice is hereby given 
of a public hearing that will be held on 
Wednesday, May 16, 1956, at 10 a. m., in 
room 424 Senate Office Building, on H. R. 
5284, a bill for the relief of Keith A. 
Botterud. At the indicated time and 
place those interested in the proposed 
legislation will be afforded an opportu
nity to be heard. 

The subcommittee consists of the Sen
ator from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY] 
chairman, the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. O'MAHONEY], and myself. 

ORDER FOR RECESS TO 11 A. M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when 
the Senate concludes its business today, 
it stand in recess until 11 o'clock tomor
row morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SPARKMAN in the chair). Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

NIAGARA RIVER POWER 
DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may be 
allowed to proceed for not more than 8 
minutes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I shall be glad to suggest the ab
sence of a quorum, if the Senator from 
Arizona so desires. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I prefer to pro
ceed without that being done. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I have no objection to the Sena
tor's request. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With

out objection, the Senator from Arizona 
may proceed. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, it 
is my understanding that S. 1823, the 
Niagara power bill, will come up for con
sideration today. Because of my re
quired absence from the city in the next 
few days, I wish to make a few remarks 
on that bill. 

s. 1823 is another example of the ex
tremes to which the Federal power ad
vocates will go in an attempt to force 
their philosophy upon the American peo
ple. Their basic philosophy was ex
pressed by President Harry Truman 
when he said, on May 12, 1950: 

I am sure we will continue to overcome 
the opposition just as we already have done 
in building Gra,nd Coulee, just as the people 
already have do;ne in ~ebraska, in large 
parts of W~shington and Oregon and in other 
sections of the country where they have de
cided to distribute power through public 
bodies and cooperatives. The benefits of 
public investment must be passed on to the 
people whose tax money is being · used. 
Those benefits must not be diverted for 
private profit. 

Aside from TV A, a recognized Federal 
power monopoly, existing agencies of the 
Federal Government have no constitu
tional or statutory rights to. develop any 
water resources except those the primary 
functions of which are flood control, 
navigation,· or reclamation. 'The Niag
ara development embraces none of these 
features. It is strictly and entirely a 
power development. 

The first attempt of Federal power 
advocates was to have this development 
accomplished by the Arniy engineers, 
but they soon found that approach 
doomed to failure. So the next attempt, 
a second best in their minds, was Senate 
bill 1823, which would turn the develop
ment over to the New York State Power 
Authority, with certain Federal requi
sites. 

Now we hear that Niagara is a re
source of the State of New York and 
should be developed by the people of the 
State for ·the State; This is an attempt 
to appeal to those who believe in States 
rights, as I do. But under this bill is the 
power developed by the people of the 
State of New York for the people of that 
State? Does the bill permit the State of 
New York, under its authorized power 
authority, to develop the project in ac
cordance with the laws of the State gov
erning that authority? The answers to 
those questions are obvious. All one has 
to do is read the bill. 

'The bill not only tells the State of 
New York how to develop power at Ni
agara, but also tells the State where 
this power will be sold, and under what 
conditions. It even tells the State how 
to distribute the power to the extent of 
authorizing the construction of trans
mission lines duplicating those already 
in existence. ·Passage of this proposed 
legislation would result in the amazing 
and incongruous picture of the State of 
New York, after first putting up the 
money, and after doing all the work, 
then being forced to operate the project 
according to the dictates of the Federal 
Government, which seems increasingly 
inclined toward domination of the States. 

The bill directs the Federal Power 
Commission to issue a license to the 
New York Power Authority for construc
tion and operation of the Niagara proj -
ect. The FPC is not permitted to use 
its own judgment or to consider the 
qualifications of other applicants in is
suing the license. 

The bill imposes upon the State agency 
a restrictive prefererice provision which 
denies any customer of an electric com
pany the right to receive any of the 
power developed at Niagara except for 
that power which might be left over after 
needs of preference customers are satis
fied. More than 5 million New York elec
tric customers-97 percent of the total
who now get their power from private 
companies would be denied the right to 
share on an equal basis in the benefits 
of the Niagara development. Even worse, 
this preference provision is coupled with 
a further provision permitting with
drawal of even this leftover power should 
it be required by· preference customers 
in the future. 

The fact that these. preference and 
withdrawal policies are in direct con
flict with existing New York State laws 
has been entirely ignored. · The New York 
law says that "such projects shall be 
considered ·primarily as for the benefit 
of the people of the State as a whole 
and particularly the domestic and rural 
customers." 

Tied in with the preference provision 
is an authorization for construction of 
duplicating transmission lines "as neces
sary" to carry the power to so-called 
preference customers, wherever they 
might be. This provision would turn the 
State power agency into an interstate 
power distributor. Under its provisions, 
the State would be forced to serve privi
leged groups as far away as Ohio or 
Pennsylvania, even if it had to build 
.trar_smission lines to do so, while thou
sands of New York citizens were left on 
the sidelines. 

The proposed legislation takes away 
from the New York State Public Service 
Commission the power of supervising the 
service and the regulation of rates for 
the additional electricity which would be 
produced at the Niagara project. 

Usually when· attempting to promote 
public power, proponents backing _this 
bill try to justify the need by showing 
shortages or underdeveloped areas, 
either real or imaginary, or expanding 
development in areas which are already 
predominantly supplied by public proj
ects. None of these arguments will hold 
in this area. The State of New York is 
100 percent electrified. Power now .be
ing developed at Niagara is being de
veloped by private companies, and has 
been for 61 years. Engineering plans 
which will be used for the development 
of this additional power, whether it be 
done by Federal, State, or private com
panies, are the plans that the companies 
presently developing power at Niagara 
proposed in the early 1920's. Over 95 
percent of electric power consumers in 
the State of New York are now purchas
ing their requirements from private 
companies. Rural cooperatives, which 
would become preference customers un
der this bill, have less than 5,000 cus-

tomers out of more than 5,000,000 con
sumers in the State of New York. 

To me, one of the most important 
things we have to consider in any under
taking is what the people want, not what 
some people in an all-powerful Federal 
Government might want to force on 
them. So it is important to consider 
what the people of the State of New 
York want. Through statements· of 
civic, farm, and labor groups, the people 
of the State of New York have registered 
tremendous support for a continuation 
of the Niagara development by regulated 
private utilities. More than 200 such 
organizations within the State have sup
ported that position. In recent polls by 
New York State Representatives in Con
gress in areas which would receive 
Niagara power, the people have ex
pressed overwhelming support of private 
development. Of the daily and weekly 
newspapers in New York State express
ing tJ:iemselves editorially on the subject, 
180 ·have supported private development, 
while only 4 favor State development. 

Furthermore, the House of Represent
atives in 1953, by a vote of 262 to 120, 
supported private development, at which 
time 32 of 41 New York Representa
tives in the House voted in favor of the 
private development. It seems that the 
ones who do not want this bill are those 
who are going to use the power and pay 
for the development. Have we become 
so dictatorial in this all-powerful Fed
eral Government that we must tell the 
people of any State what is best for 
them, what they have to take, and how 
they must use it, without concern for 
what they want? 

Mr. President, we could spend days 
arguing the pros and cons of this bill; 
but it has one unique feature which I 
think there is a tendency to overlook, 
and that is that if the bill passes, the 
Federal Government, by Federal statute, 
will impose upon a State requirements 
which are in conflict with existin~ State 
statutes. This can easily establish a 
dangerous precedent, in direct violation 
of States rights, which can be carried 
forward in future legislation concerning 
other functions of States. So, instead of 
being a States rights bill, it is actually 
a further Federal encroachment upon 
States rights. 

DEATH OF DAVID F. CONNERY, AD
MINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT TO 
SENATOR McNAMARA 
_Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I 

learned with very deep regret this morn
ing of the death last night of David F. 
Connery, administrative assistant to 
our colleague the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. McNAMARA]. 

I have had the opportunity of working 
closely with Dave Connery. He has 
worked closely with my st~ff. and with 
the staffs of many other Members of the 
Senate. 

He was a sweet, gentle soul, beloved by 
all . . He was hard working and very close 
to the Senator from Michigan, not only 
as an aide, but as a friend. 

I wish to express my deep personal 
sympathy to Dave Connery's family, and 
to the Senator from Michigan. 
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DEVELOPMENT OF NORTH ATLAN
TIC TREATY ORGANIZATION 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, in 
recent days, we have seen a. good deal. of 
attention directed to the question of the 
future development of the North Atlan
tic Treaty Organization. Before leaving · 
!or the NATO Council meeting in Paris, 
the Secretary of State announced that 
the time has come for NATO to grow 
from a military alliance to "the totality 
of its meaning" as the expression of a 
community of political and economic in
terests among its member nations. At 
the Paris meeting, various suggestions 
for nonmilitary functions for the Atlan
tic community were put forward by dif
ferent members and seriously ·discussed; 
For the first time, more than lipservice 
seems to have been given to the need for 
meaningful action under section II of 
the North Atlantic Treaty, the section 
which already in 1949 recognized and es
tablished nonmilitary objectives for the 
Atlantic community, 

A special 3-man committee has been 
charged with the task of recommending 
to the 15-nation organization steps 
which might be taken toward defining 
and carrying out new nonmilitary func
tions. The membership of this special 
committee-the Foreign Ministers of 
Canada, Norway, and Italy-is cause for 
confidence that this task will be under
taken with the energy of real conviction: 
Mr. Pearson, of Canada, in particular~ 
has ·long· been- an outspoken leader to;. 
ward maintaining the momentum of 
the North Atlantic Treaty toward form
ing a solid political ·core for a free and 
democratic world. 

SENATOR FROM GEORGIA TAKES OVER TASK 

Finally, the great importance which 
the United States is beginning to ascribe 
to this task can be recognized 
from the announcement that one of the 
greatest of American statesmen in the 
field of world affairs, the senior Sena
tor from Georgia, and chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 
[Mr. GEORGE], is to become this country's 
special representative to the North At
lantic Treaty Organization. 

These are encouraging developments, 
and they have been long overdue. For 
a long time all suggestions of political 
institutions. for the Atlantic community 
have met with nothing but timidity and 
total absence of imagination on the part 
of the- administration. But, Mr. Presi
dent, in the light of recent events, this 
is a time to abandon timidity, and to use 
our imagination. Perhaps the adminis
tration, always apprehensive about the 
isolationist fringe, has been surprised by 
the widespread approval and support 
which have greeted its first modest ven
ture into political, rather than military, 
internationalism. Personally, I believe 
the American public is away ahead of 
the administration. · I have no doubt 
that the Nation would support President 
Eisenhower in any farseeing program he 
might propose for developing into a po
litical and economic community the mil ... 
itary alliance he headed as NATO com
mander under President Truman's ad• 
ministration. 

ATLANTIC COMMUNITY NEEDS STRONG BACKING 

When testifying before the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, on July 29 of last 
year, I reviewed some of the conditions 
which already then made it apparent 
that the emphasis of the Atlantic com
munity had to shift from military to po
litical and economic problems, both 
within itself and in its relations with the 
rest of the world. I ask unanimous con
sent to have a condensed version of my 
testimony, as reprinted in the October 
1955 issue of the magazine, Freedom and 
Union, included in the RECORD at the end 
of my remarks. 
. The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

(See exhibit AJ 
Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, 

although in the 9 months since I made 
.that statement, many new events have 
emphasized the necessity for such a shift. 
I believe the six specific points of my 
recommendations. at that .time remain a 
good guide to the needed. development 
of new functions. 

I understand that, at the present time, 
our Government has suggested only a 
.permanent council of high-level diplo
matic representatives from NATO mem
bers to discuss and attempt to correlate 
various foreign-policy positions of their 
governments_ Valuable as this may be, 
it will hardly do much to stimulate a 
sense of community among the people' of 
the member na;tions themselves. The 
Atlantic community needs some public 
institution to represent these people, be
sides mere military and diplomatic com
mittees. 

WHY IS SUPPORT OF NATO JEOPARDIZED? 

The pattern already exists in the form 
pf our delegations to the United Nations. 
We also have permanent diplomatic rep
resentatives to the U. N.; but annually, 
our delegation to the General Assembly 
includes Members of the Congress and 
delegates drawn from public leaders out
side the Government. I suggest today 
that an annual assembly of delegations 
formed on this pattern, to review the 
work of the Organization and to chart its 
course, might well be the next step for 
the Atlantic community. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I want 
to refer very briefly to one specific item 
of significance in this connection. At 
the very time when we are beginning to 
face up to the new challenge to Western 
unity, which is posed by the new, softer 
line of the Kremlin, the administration 
asked for only a very modest $300,000 
for our contribution to the informational 
and educational work of NATO. The 
item was stricken from the budget by 
the House Appropriations Committee. I 
believe this is the very field in which a 
much bolder, better planned, and more 
dramatic program is called for. I hope, 
fervently, that funds for such a program 
will be restored by the Senate. 

The future strength of the free West
ern democracies is not to be found in 
the secrecy of committees of profes
sional soldiers and diplomats. It must 
grow from an informed popular under
standing of our community of ideals, of 
institutions, and of social and economic 
progress in peace and freedom. 

ExHmIT A 
EXCERPTS FROM STATEMENT BY SENATOR NEU

BERGER BEFORE SENATE COMMITTEE ON FOR
EIGN RELATIONS ON JULY 29, 1955 

[From Freedom and Union of October 1955] 
!lVENTS ARE DRIVING ATLANTIC DEMOCRACIES TO 

SEEK COMMON POLICIES, GREATER UNITY 

Two events of the recent past point to the 
desirability of affirmative action on the reso-
lution (S. Con. Res. 12). . 

One of these events is, of course, the 
conference among the four heads of state 
at Geneva. The other-less publicized and 
of less immediate impact, but also, I believe, 
of long-run significance-is the conference 
held in Paris of parliamentary delegations 
from the members of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization. . 

Our Government has treated the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization as a military 
alliance, designed for military defense 
against military aggression by Soviet Russia. 
As a consequence, the very existence of NATO 
~s always thought to be potentially at stake 
when, as at Geneva, the antagonists in the 
cold war meet to discuss lessening of ten .. 
sions or new approaches to European se
curity. 

As long as NATO is thought to meet only. 
the needs of military defense, it is vulner
able to every gesture of the Russian Gov
~rnnient toward reducing Soviet military 
pressure in Europe. It permits the men in 
the Kremlin to jeopardize the essential unity 
of the West every time they decide to turn 
the record over and play the peace side for 
a while. 

In its 6 years, NATO has- been a historic 
success in . its original role . as a militar;t 
shield for Western Europe. Yet I think it 
:Will b~ una}?le ~o fulfill even ~ha~ original 
function unless it transcends its present 
limitations from the military to the political 
and economic field. 

The central problem of Europe remains 
the future of Germany. Germany insists 
above all else on reunification, and it will 
achieve it in time. The German Federal 
Republic has joined NATO; but as long as 
NATO is only a military alliance, the Ger
mans will regard it as merely a means ta 
the end of reunification. The consequences 
of this limited view are suggested in a dis
patch by Mr. M. S. Handler, datelined Bonn, 
July 23, in ·the New York Times or Sunday, 
July 24, which is entitled "Bonn Sees Ge
neva as Setback for German Reunification." 
The article concludes that if membership in 
the military alliance cannot soon achieve 
reunification, a future German government 
may break away from the entire policy of 
unity with the West so painstakingly built 
up by. the BO-year-old Chancellor Adenauer. 

Yet the possibility of a unified, rearmed 
Germany, free to engage ·in its traditional 
power politics, must be of the greatest con
cern not only to Western Europe but to the 
United States. Only the ties and guarantees 
of the North Atlantic Treaty made possible 
the rearmament of Western Germany. And 
only stronger, permanent, political ties 
within the West can make possible an ac
ceptable solution to the problem of reuni
fication. 

I mention the problem of Germany only 
as the most immediate instance of the need 
of the Western democracies to speak with 
a single voice. The need also exists in rela
tion to the Far East. And within the free 
world itself, there are many serious eco
nomic and social problems that call for 
united action. 

It would be easy to multiply examples. 
But Senate Concurrent Resolution 12 does 
not seek immediate solutions to short-run 
problems; it should be Judged in a wider 
historical context. 

· Oceans once meant security 
Whether by this resolution or another, th& 

development of greater unity among the deft 
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mocracies of the Atlantic basin ts, in any 
case, being forced on us by the conditions 
of modern history. · 

Fifty years ago, our own Nation, secure 
between two great oceans, could concern 
itself exclusively with the domestic problems 
of the economic development of this con
tinent. Fifty years ago, France and Great 
Britain could think of themselves as cen
ters of great sovereign empires with rich 
possessions far across the globe, and their 
physical security depended only on the ad
justment of a delicate balance of power 
within western Europe itself. The ascend
ancy of western institutions of political and 
economic freedom throughout the world was 
taken for granted. 

Yet in the lifetime of most of us, the posi
tion of western democracy in the world has 
changed radically. It has been on the de
fensive-not only because of the recent en
croachments of communism, but since the 
crises following World War I. Both world 
wars and the great world depression of the 
1930's started among nations who shared 
western traditions and were, or had been, 
parUamentary democracies. 

As a result, not only has the West been 
weakened economically, but the values and 
institutions which we prize most highly 
have been challenged both within the west
ern countries and in the great new nations 
which are now rising to independence from 
centuries of colonial status. 

Common threat to freedom 
The American people have recognized that 

challenge, and we have cooperated in ex
traordinary steps to meet it since the war: 
The Marshall plan in Europe, point 4 in 
Asia and other uµderdeveloped areas, the 
mutual security program. Yet if democracy 
is to regain the initiative throughout the 
world, we must think, not of challenges to 
the United States, or to Great Britain, or 
to France, but of the great challenge to the 
freedom, the social progress and the humani
tarian ideals that are the joint heritage· of 
western civilization. 

Let us remember that, even together, we 
constitute only a minor fraction of the 
Earth's population. Yet, if in this ceptury 
the Atlantic Community can rise · apove the 
narrow national divisions that, for many 
centuries, have brought it only death and 
destruction, freedom and democracy-rather 
than communism-will again be the truly 
revolutionary force in the world. 

Needless to say, adoption of Senate Con
current Resolution 12 would not be accept
ance of any concrete program of creating 
specific political institutions for the Atlantic 
Community. It is only an essential first step 
to initiate the exploration of such possible 
political institutions. Without trying to 
suggest an exhaustive list, I might just men
.tion a few important areas of common con-

. cern, in which common political institu
tions might develop common policies by the 
entire Atlantic Community: , 

Six fields for Atlanti c government 
1. Foreign policies toward the rest of the 

world. 
The dangers and burdens of our relations 

· with Soviet Russia and China, which now ,, 
loom, so large, would dwindle to manageable 
proportions if the immense military and 
economic power of the Atlantic Community 
stood behind a single authoritative, responsi
ble agency of foreign policy. 

2. Shared responsibility toward non-self
governing and underdeveloped countries 
within the rest of the free world. 

The Atlantic Community should develop 
new patterns for sharing, above the national 
level, responsibility for assisting the tech
nical and economic growth of underdevel
oped countries and for the political steward
ship of its remaining non-self-governing 
territories. Such an imaginative new ap
proach should be designed to dispel the sus-

picion and resentment which burden indi
vidual members of NATO because of their 

. heritage and colonialism. 
3. International trade and currency poli

cies, both within the Atlantic Community 
and toward the rest of the world. 

The problems of world trade and currency 
transfers exist-except for the case of 
Japan-almost wholly within the Atlantic 
Community itself. They should be treated 
as internal economic problems by institu
tions of that Community. Western Europe 
has in recent years initiated many steps to
ward economic integration. At the very 
least, I believe, the Organization for Euro
pean Economic Cooperation should be ex
panded into an Organization for Atlantic 
Economic Cooperation, to include as full 
members all members of NATO. 

4. Transportation, travel and communica
tions within the Atlantic area. 

For obvious reasons, shipping, air trans
port and other aspects of travel and commu
nication within this area is an internal 
problem of the Atlantic Community and 
might well be treated as such. 

I would add to that list two considerations 
that seem to me important elements of West
ern policy, whether pursued through joint or 
separate institutions: 

5 .. Nothing we do ought to be, or need be, 
inconsistent with full and wholehearted par
ticipation in the worldwide community of 
the United Nations; and 

6. The Atlantic Community must not be
come an exclusive club. Its institutions 
must remain open to new members-without 
regard to race, creed, or prior status-who 
can and will accept its standards of political 
and economic freedom and democracy. Only 
thus can it point to goals which can claim 
the confidence and support of the rest of the 
free world. 

In conclusion, as I have said before, events 
are driving us to seek these common polici.es 
in any case. The question is only whether 
we shall seek them· effectively-through com
mon democratic institutions responsive to 
popular control, or haltingly-through a 
dozen foreign offices individually responsive 
only to the divisive pressures of domestic 
politics. 

Article II of the North Atlantic Treaty al
ready contemplates the extension of NATO 
functions from military to economic and so
cial fields. We are indebted to our northern 
neighbors, the people of Canada--whose as
sociations with the countries in both the 
Old and the New World help them bridge the 
Atlantic-for having long taken the lead to
ward making this extension a reality. And 
dispatches from the Paris meeting of NATO 
parliamentary delegations-which included 
Members of Congress-indicate that, partly 
on Canadian initiative, the participation 
of representatives from democratically elect
ed legislatures will become an accepted part 
of NATO's political processes. 

This is an important development, for the 
open discussions of an assembly of legislators 
will, far better than the deliberations of 
ambassadors, symbolize the basic moral and 
political unity of the people of the western 
democracies. It is a development which 
should be encouraged and speeded along, as 
proposed in Senate Concurrent Resolution 12. 

I believe that, with bipartisan leadership 
from the President and the Congress, the 
American people are prepared to enter upon 
the exploration that Senate Concurrent Res
olution 12 proposes. The very beginning of 
our tradition as a. nation stands as a bril
liant experiment in the science of govern
ment, and we have often developed new 
political tools to meet new problems in our 
166 years.as a Federal State. And the period 
of isolationism is past. Under the pressure 
of hostile forces, we are again coming to rec
ognize that the Atlantic has been not only 
a moat but also a great highway for the ex-

change of cultural values, ideas, and insti• 
tutions, as well as of material goods. 

The great majority of Americans trace 
their origin to one or several of the nations 
of NATO. The several peoples of the Atlan
tic area share each other's music, art, and 
literature. By study or by family ties, many 
of us understand a little of the language of 
another of us. And we know we share ideals 
of individual freedom and dignity that we 
want to pass securely on to future genera
tions. 

To protect and promote those ideals, we 
should continue to explore every avenue to 
closer political ties within the Atlantic com
munity. 

PROPOSED RECOGNITION OF RED 
CHINA BY THE UNITED NATIONS 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD at this point as a part of 
my remarks an article entitled "Commit
tee for One Million Watchdog. on U. N., 
Red China," written by Pierre J. Huss 
and published in the Houston (Tex.) 
Chronicle of April 22, 1956; and an edi
torial entitled "United States Must Pre
pare Now To Slam U. N. Door on Red 
China," published in the same newspaper 
on April 24, 1956, relating to the pro
posed admission o·f Red China to the 
United Nations. 

There being no objection, the article 
and editorial were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Houston (Tex.) Chronicle of April 

22, 1956] 

COMMITrEE FOR ONE MILLION WATCHDOG ON 
U. N ., RED CHINA 

(By Pierre J. Huss) 
A whispering campaign alleging that im

mediately after -the American presidential 
elections next November, the Eisenhower ad
ministration will give way in the U. -N. As
sembly to Red China's entry into the global 
organization is being sharply counteracted 
by United States sources. 

It is an open secret among U. N. dipl01;nats 
that the Western Powers supported by a siz
able majority of small countries have a gen
tlemen's agreement to keep the Chinese hot 
potato off the Assembly's agenda for another 
year. This is accomplished at each annual 
Assembly session by a majority vote stipulat
ing that debate on the seating of Red China 
in place of Nationalist China be shelved for 
the duration of the session. 

Highly qualified Washington sources have 
said that the basis for this gentlemen's agree
ment stems from the January meeting of 
President Eisenhower and British Prime Min
ister Sir Anthony Eden, with the French in 
on it through diplomatic channels. 

It is a generally accepted fact that as long 
as the Western Powers, together with their 
scores of supporters among the 76 U. N. mem
bers, stand together against the ousting of 
Nationalist China, the assaults of the Com
munist bloo aided and abetted by India will 
be of no avail. 

There is an effective watchdog organization 
on the job against any sneak and covert 
moves to slip Red China into U. N. either by 
the front or back door. That is the power
fully organized "Committee of One Million," 
whose officers and members read like a who's 
who in the diplomatic and industrial field 
from coast to coast. 

The honorary chairman ls Warren R. Aus
tin, former Senator from Vermont and first 
United States Ambassador to U. N. In a 
written opinion as to why Red China cannot 
be permitted to shoot or sneak its way into 
U. N., Austin said: 

"In this era when a divided world lives un
der the shadow of nuclear war, we believe 
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U. N. will- stand or fall on its ability to pro
mote and maintain a just and lasting peace, 

"OUr committee speaks for 1 million Ameri
cans of both our political parties. We believe 
that the admission of Red China would un
dermine the integrity, destroy the influence 
and paralyze the functions of the U. N. by 
giving a double permanent veto· to Com
munist totalitarian powers on the security 
council. 

"To so reward a government which was an 
open aggressor against U. N. itself would 
make· a mockery of the organization as an 
agency to preserve peace, and break faith 
with the men who died in Korea. It would 
amount to inviting the unrepentant criminal 
to sit on the judge's bench." 

[From the Houston {Tex.) Chronicle of.April 
24, 1956) 

UNITED STATES MUST PREPARE Now To SLAM 
U. N. DoOR ON RED CHINA 

In the current issue of the news letter is
sued periodically by the Committee of One 
Million, United States Senator WILLIAM F. 
KNowLAND brings up an important sugges
tion for consideration by Americans before 
they go to the polls in this election year. 
He proposes that each candidate for Presi
dent or any other Federal office on both 
Democratic and Republican tickets be re
quired to assert himself in opposition to the 
recognition of Red China and to admission 
of the Peiping regime into the U. N. 

As Senator KNOWLAND explains, we could 
not approve the admission of Red China to 
the U. N. without withdrawing our rec9gni
tion from the legitimate government which 
is the Nationalist Government of Chiang Kai
shek on Formosa. This would mean re
pudiation of a government we have main
tained friendly relations with for more than 
a quarter of a century, a government that 
staunchly supported us throughout our war 
with Japan and a government that has 
given constant and heroic resistance to the 
spread of communism. 

On the other hand, such an act would 
dignify with diplomatic recognition the re
gime at Peiping which, under the leadership 
or Chou En-lai and Mao Tse-tung, has 
matched if not exceeded the barbarism and 
brutalities of Moscow. We know Red China 
was our enemy in Korea. We know Red 
China accounted for most of our 130,000 
casualties in that war and we know that 
Red China still holds our civilians and mili
tary prisoners in violation of terms of the 
U. N. armistice negotiated to bring hostil
ities to an end in Korea. How, then, can we 
consider recognition of this government? 
How can we even consider the Red China 
regime a legitimate government? It is an 
oligarchy of military power holding 400,000-
000 civilians in frightened captivity. 

If we are to withdraw recognition from any 
nation let it not be from Nationalist China. 
Let it be rather from the Iron Curtain coun
tries whose embassies in this country are 
packed with secret agents and spies. We 
have the ministries here of Poland, Czecho
slovakia, Hungary, and Rumania all in addi
tion to the Embassy of Soviet Russia. Let 
recognition of these be withdrawn, not Na
tionalist China. 

The important thing for us to remember 
is that the U. N. delegations of these Iron 
Curtain countries, banking on the assistance 
of a considerable bloc of neutrals, will soon 
launch a new drive to seat Communist China 
in the U. N. To prevent this, our own offi
cials must be sworn to use every effort to 
defeat the Red Chinese, even to the point 
of invoking the veto if necessary. This one 
defeat we must not permit ourselves to suf
fer. Only through our vigilance can we ex
pect to win. 

BAN BY SAUDI ARABIA ON AMER!
. CAN SOLDIERS OF JEWISH FAITH 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, on a 
number of occasions I have addressed 
the Senate regarding the ban by Saudi 
Arabia on American soldiers of the 
Jewish faith from serving at our base 
in that country. In my several state
ments I pointed out that the acceptance 
of this ban by our Government was, in 
my opinion, both morally and politi
cally utterly wrong. I emphasized that 
the surrender of our sovereignty and 
our duty to protect the rights of all 
American citizens, regardless of reli
gious faith, inevitably lowers our self
respect and the prestige of our country 
in the eyes of the world. 

Therefore, Mr. President, some days 
ago I was amazed to note that President 
Eisenhower said, at a recent press con
ference: 

I have never heard this, that American 
Jews cannot go into our airbases. 

Obviously, Mr. President, the Presi
dent of the United States has been 
badly informed in regard to this very 
important subject. However, he does 
know the facts now and I deeply hope 
that he will assert himself vigorously to 
uphold the dignity, the honor, and the 
moral principles of our country. 

The distinguished and widely read 
columnist and author, Mr. Max Lerner, 
recently wrote an article entitled "The 
Saudi Arabian Ban," which appeared in 
the New York Post on Friday, May 11. 
I commend this article to the reading of 
all Members of Congress and the people 
of America generally. l ask unani
mous consent to have it printed in the 
body of the RECORD at this point in my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

A burdened President, who depends on staff 
briefings for his knowledge of important 
events, cannot be expected to know things 
that most intelligent newspaper readers 
know. Yet granted this, it was a jolt to read 
the passage in the President's press confer
ence on the anti-Jewish ban by Saudi Arabia. 

When the Post reporter asked about the 
Saudi Arabian policy of barring American 
Jews from the United States airbase there, 
Eisenhower said, "Now I have never heard 
this, that American Jews cannot go into our 
airbases." He was told of the Pentagon con
firmatioIL of the silent understanding be
tween American and Saudi Arabian authori
ties that no Jews were to be sent as part 
of our military forces. At this he shifted 
ground, said he would have to talk to the 
State Department ("that is where I get my 
exact information"), and ended by defend
ing on grounds of sovereignty the Saudi Ara
bian right to determine if an American is 
persona non grata and can't enter. 

It was a confused and shameful perform
ance on the part of the President. It accords 
wretchedly with his high professions of mo
rality in the conduct of government and his 
often stated principle that the individual 
is the supreme value. 

Maybe it is a cruel thing to subject the 
President's remarks to a close scrutiny and 
analysis. But a great deal is at stake in this 
issue, and it is important to know how the 
President really regards it. 

First there is the objective question of 
whether Jews are or are not in fact ex
cluded from the soldiers and technicians we 

send to the airbase. At first the President 
averred that he had never heard that they 
were, then he gave his theory of why the 
Saudi Arabians have a right to exclude 
them. If he did not know of the agreement, 
then why defend it? And if he did know of 
the agreement he defended, why did he at 
first deny that it applied to American Jews 
in the American Armed Forces? 

I am tempted whimsically to ask to whom 
else such an agreement with Saudi Arabia 
could apply? Did the Saudi Arabians insist 
on excluding Seventh-Day Adventists? Or 
Presbyterians? Or perhaps Republicans? Or 
people born in Kansas? Or residents of 
Texas or Pennsylvania? Obviously if they 
have exacted an agreement from us for ex
cluding certain people, it applies to Jews. 
And it would be better for the President to 
be honest and say so. . 

Disposing of the factual question we turn 
to that of whether our action can be justified. 

The President did justify and defend it. 
"Certain of our agreements," he said, "accord 
to a nation where these bases are situated 
the right to determine if an American is 
persona non grata and can't enter." I can 
understand that a nation leasing an air base 
to another may stipulate its right to reject 
particular persons who might be sent. But 
in this case Saudi Arabia has put a ban on 
a whole ethnic category, not on particular 
individuals. By accepting that ban we in 
effect enter into complicity with Saudi 
Arabia. We accept for working purposes of 
national defense the Arab theory that Jews 
as Jews are either dangerous or inferior or 
both. 

Can the President possibly have under
stood the implications of what he was thus 
saying? 

I put the same question to him on his 
argument from sovereignty. "After all," sayf! 
the President, "we don't get that territory 
on the same basis as you do an Embassy. We 
are not a sovereign there.'• You- can see 
what the President is driving at. In the case 
of our Embassies our own laws apply, While 
in the case of the lease of an airbase we have 
first to "get the territory," hence the Saudi 
Arabians "do have some rights that you have 
got to accord them." 

No one doubts it. Saudi Arabia has the 
right not to lease the airbase, and the right 
to get a certain payment and certain terms 
when it does lease it. But the real question 
is not whether Saudi Arabia is sovereign on 
its territory. but whether America is so un
sovereign and abject as to accept degrading 
and humiliating Saudi Arabian conditions. 

Let me restate it. ' The issue is not whether 
Saudi Arabia had the right to stipulate its 
anti-Jewish ban in its contract with America, 
but whether we were right to accept the 
wrong they imposed on American Jews. 

Suppose that South Africa, with its laws of 
apartheid, were to give us an airbase with the 
stipulation that no American with colored 
blood is to be sent there as part of the Armed 
Forces. Suppos'e Catholic Spain were to 
stipulate that no Protestants were to be sent. 
Would the President have dared, either in 
conscience or opportunism, to accept such a 
tabu? 

If the Secretary and the President will look 
at the history of our diplomacy they will find 
that we have never until now practiced this 
kind of abjectness. When the Tsar of all 
the Russians tried to infect us in diplomacy 
with the guilt of his anti-Semitism we 
threatened to break off diplomatic relations. 
Airbases come and go, but the American doc
trine of the equality of all religions and of 
all ethnic groups under the law must outlast 
the accidents of defense because it alone 
makes defense possible and worth while. 

There is much intellectual confusion in 
what President Eisenhower has said about 
Saudi Arabia and the Jews. But the greater 
danger is his moral confusion. When a man 
who bases himself primarily on morality lets 
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his moral base slip from him, what else is 
left? 

I suggest respectfully to the President that 
the place to start, intellectually and morally, 
is with the doctrine of the equal rights of 
Americans inside our own country. The next 
step is to say that we will enter into no con
tract with another nation by which we will 
barter away those rights, whether for air
bases or any other earthly power. From that 
point on, we can't get lost. 

BROADENING OF MARKETS FOR 
AMERICAN WHEAT AND GRAIN 
PRODUCTS 
Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr; President, 

disposal of mounting grai:p. surpluses is 
a problem of great concern to American 
wheat farmers. They, more than any 
other group, foresee the dangers in a 
constant buildup of the amount of wheat 
produced in excess of market demand. 
Contrary to the impression given in some 
quarters, wheat ranchers are not sitting 
idly by as the surplus picture darkens. 
This was evidenced in recent weeks by 
reports from Osaka, Japan, where an 
International Trade Fair has been in 
progress. 

In an effort to broaden the market for 
wheat and American grain products, 
the Oregon Wheat Growers League set 
up an effective display at the Osaka fair. 
A report on the exhibition indicates the 
success of this venture. The wheat ex
hibit was literally mobbed by crowds of 
Japanese. Some 100,000 sweet rolls, 
thousands of samples of new processed 
wheat food-developed, especially for the 
far-eastern market-and other baked 
wheat goods were given away as sam
ples. ,Public reaction to the efforts of 
the Oregon Wheat Growers League to ex
pand the overseas market for wheat 
products is proof that many outlets are 
available for the wheat surplus. 

The Oregon Wheat Growers League 
has been in the forefront in attempting 
to solve the surplus problem. Their 
forward-looking officers and members 
undertook the pioneering educational 
work in promotion of the domestic parity 
"two-price" plan for wheat, which was 
included in the farm bill recently vetoed 
by the President. It is regrettable that 
the domestic parity program probably 
will not be put into effect this year. I 
believe that it deserved a fair trial as a 
new approach to reducing surpluses and 
to taking the Government out of the 
grain-storage business. 

The project undertaken by the Oregon 
Wheat Growers League is only a part of 
the program which it has planned for 
tapping new consumer markets for 
wheat. The league has signed a contract 
for an expenditure of $391,800 over a 
2-year period for wheat-promotion ac
tivities in Japan. This organization of 
wheat producers is to be commended for 
the initiative it has shown in trying to 
solve the major economic problem fac
ing its industry. 

Mr. President, I ask consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a story from the 
Pendleton (Oreg.) East Oregonian of 
April 30, 1956, and another of May 5, 
1956, reporting on the activities of the 
Oregon Wheat Growers League in reliev• 
ing the pressure of surplus wheat by 
opening new marlrnt opportunities. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in.the.RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From t.he East Oregonian, Pendleton, Oreg., 

of April 30, 1956] 
THREE HUNDRED NINETY-ONE THOUSAND EIGHT 

HUNDRED DOLLAR PROMOTION PLAN SIGNED 

Oregon Wheat League secretary, Richard 
K. Baum, said today a contract had been 
signed with the United States Department 
of Agriculture calling for an expenditure of 
$391,800 over a 2-year period for wheat pro
motion activities in Japan. 

Baum, who returned from Washington, 
D. C., last weekend, ,said it was the largest 
contract for marketing development signed 
to date by the foreign agricultural service. 

Baum said $28,000 would be contributed 
by the league to pay for salaries and facilities. 

Baum said Department spokesmen thought 
the development important because they 
think "the approach we're using can be ap
plied to other countries." 

VISITED JAPAN 

Baum and USDA representatives have 
made trips to Japan during the past 2 years 
to set up promotions aimed at introducing 
United States wheat to Japan consumers. 
Wheat market analyst Joe Spiruta is pres
ently in Osaka supervising grain exhibits at 
the International Trade Fair. 

The wheat league would be completely re
sponsible !or expenditures under the new 
contract, Baum said. He said the league 
planned to contract with two Japanese or
ganizations to promote the consumption of 
wheat foods. 

LEAVES FRIDAY 

Baum will leave Friday for Tokyo to work 
with Spiruta in furthering projects lined up 
in previous visits, he said. 

Japan has .ranked .as one of the chief im
porters of United States wheat, particularly 
grain from ~he Pacific Northwest. The na
tion imported more than 45 million bushels 
of wheat in the last calendar year, Baum said. 

The $391,800 is the equivalent of Japanese 
yen income to United States gained through 
the sale of surplus commodities to the far
eastern nation. 

[From the East Oregonian, Pendleton, Oreg., 
of May 5, 1956] 

CONTROLLING TRADE FAm CROWDS KEEPS 
WHEAT MAN ON Hrs TOES 

Wheat promotion efforts of the Oregon 
Wheat Growers League at the International 
Trade Fair in Osaka, Japan, turned out to be 
almost too successful, according to a report 
just received from Joe Splruta, Pendleton, 
who was in charge of the project for the 
league. 
, The exhibit literally was mol?bed by crowds 
of Japanese. The final day, in fact, more 
than 100 police had to be called to keep 
the thousands ot: people from completely 
overrunning the wheat exhibits in the 
American pavilion. 

One of the big attractions, Spiruta wrote, 
was the distribution of free samples of wheat 
foods. Some 100,000 sweet rolls, countless 
thousands of samples of new processed wheat 
food, and recipe folders printed in Japanese 
were distributed during the 15-day fair. 

Japanese also had their first experience 
with American prepared cake mixes at the 
baking demonstration kitchen in the league's 
exhibit. Spiruta reports the cake mixes 
made a big impression on the Japanese pub
lic, millers and bakers, as did the scones, 
sweet breads and other baked goods prepared 
in this booth. 

In the Ala demonstration booth, a Japa
nese home economist and four assistants 
spent ;un time preparing and explaining 
dishes made from this new wheat food. Pub
lic reaction assures a booming market in 
Japan for Ala, provided government restric
tions can be overcome, Spiruta said. 

Huge 4- by 5-foot full color photo
graphs of Oregon wheat harvesting scenes 
made the League's exhibit the most attractive 
:feature of the American pavilion, Spiruta 
said. A model combine in action, and dis
plays -of Pacific Northwest grains also proved 
erowd pullers. 

Spiruta said twice as many people were 
reached through the exhibit as had been ex
pected, and told wheat growers it will pay 
off in more new customers for Oregon wheat. 
He added: 

"I am more than ever convinced that Ja
pan, with her ever-growing population, will 
continue to be one· of the most important 
outlets for Oregon wheat-if we are willing to 
devote the necessary time and effort needed 
to teach these people the use of wheat foods 
in their diet. The important thing is to 
give them, especially children, opportunities 
to taste wheat foods." 

The Oregon man added that an intangible 
but important result of the United States 
exhibits at the fair was showing the Ameri
can way of life to the Japanese people. 

"I know of no better way of counteracting 
communistic propaganda," Spiruta said. 
"Oregon growers can take some pride from 
the fact that while helping themselves they 
also were helping their country and the 
cause of freedom." 

THE CHRISTIAN LEADER AND 
POLITICS 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, in this 
morning's mail I was pleased to receive 
from Ellis H. Dana, executive vice presi
dent, Wisconsin Council of Churches, at 
Madison, Wis., a most interesting brief 
exposition of the responsibilities of a 
Christian leader as an active public-spir· 
ited member of the American electorate. 
I believe that he has set forth a series of 
points which will be well received by in
numerable thinking Americans as they 
·seek to apply their Christian creed into 
their day-to-day conduct, particularly 1n 
view of the challenge of the November 
1955 election. 

I send to the desk the text of the state
ment and ask unanimous consent that it 
be printed in the body of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as fallows: 

THE CHRISTIAN LEADER AND POLITICS 

(By Ellis H. Dana) 
A most interesting brochure had just come 

to my desk entitled "Questions for Christians 
in 1956,'• which is sponsored and put out by 
16 national Protestant denominations, abo'ut 
issues and obligations in the forthcoming 
presidential election. 

Among other things, this timely leaflet 
underscores the following guide points (with 
which, as a church leader, I heartily concur) 
that Christians as citizens should: 

1. Take part in political life, . working in 
the party of their choice to improve its prac
tices and fulfill its promises. 

2. Help develop informed public opinion 
on important local, .State, national, and in
ternational issues, using discussion, forums, 
radio-TV, and all the channels of communi
cation toward that end. 

3. Resist name calling, accusation without 
proof, appeals to prejudice, wild promises 
that cannot be fulfilled, and other demagogic 
methods sometimes used in political cam
paigns. 

4. J'Udge candidates by their stand on im
portant issues, past performance, and in
tegrity rather than their appearance, man
nerisms, campaign slogans, or even church 
affiliation. 
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5. Find out what groups and interests give 

support to each candidate and party, what 
they expect to gain by it, and what influence 
they would have upon the candidate if 
elected. 

6. Register and vote and encourage others 
to do so. Christian citizens should study the 
issues, the candidates, the pressures. 

Yes, and I agree with my friend Charles P. 
Taft of Cincinnati, a great Episcopalian lay 
leader, that, "It is high time that men of 
religion, both clerical and lay, should face 
up to their responsibilities in life, and poli
tics is one of them." 

Of course, when and hOW to do it in politics 
. becomes the peculiar problem for each one 

of us and often, as religious leaders, we can 
learn much by first consulting with informed 
and friendly lay leaders who may have more 
real wisdom, as experts on the issue at stake, 
than we. Having done that, however; then, 
we should never be unnerved at the prospect, 
nor the clear challenge to speak out and take 
part publicly. 

Indeed, I have always felt that a Christian 
leader, as a Christian citizen, has a grave yet 
double responsibility-first to the unique in
stitution which he serves inherent in the 
consecrated position he holds as its repre
sentative head and then also, at the same 
time, to his community and country. Thus, 
in this dual capacity he must be absolutely 
fair to both-sensitive, considerate and 
prayerful about the opportunities he chooses 
and the methods he uses, so far as possible 
trying to be objective and unbiased. 

But beyond that, as a fearless Christian 
citizen leader, he must then be willing to run 
the calculated risks of whatever participa
tion he conscientiously feels should be un
dertaken for a cause, or for an issue--in fact, 
against the likely possibility of being publicly 
misinterpreted and unfairly castigated. Even 
unwarranted personal attacks should not 
deter us from fighting for moral and religious 
principles in order better to help vitalize the 
public conscience; but this should be done 
in humility and with a spirit of good will. 

And what redblooded American as an in_ 
dividual Christian-be he professional leader 
or layman-wishes to be classed among those 
who are fainthearted and wealc-kneed, espe
cially in these critical days? No great com
munity nor people has ever been lifted up by 
complacent and fearful leaders. 

For American democracy has always de
pended-as it depends even more surely to
day-upon the educated leadership contri
butions publicly shared and risked by those 
with helpful insights from all our professions 
and vocations, that is, if our democracy is to 
go forward in representing our political best. 
This is, after all, merely advancing our Chris
tian best as we approach the problems in our 
community and country. 

Yes, the Christian always has had and 
always will have a very real stake in politics. 

STATEHOOD FOR HAWAII AND 
ALASKA 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President; 
.the Territory of Alaska, long unfairly 

frustrated · in its search for statehood, 
has finally taken the desperate step of 
deciding to elect two Senators and a 
Member of Congress to lobby in the Halls 
of Congress for admission to the Union. 

I ask unanimous consent to include in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a fine article 
entitled "Alaska Seeks Statehood the 
Tennessee Way," from Freedom and 
Union for April 1956. The author of the 
article is George Lehleitner, an enlight
ened business leader of New Orleans, La., 
who has been a true good neighbor and 
friend of distant Alaska in working dili
gently to try to bring about statehood, 
not only for Alaska but also for Hawaii. 

I also ask unanimous consent to in
clude in the RECORD a column entitled 
"Practice Versus Preachment," by the 
distinguished commentator, Marquis W. 
Childs, from the Washington Post and 
Times Herald of May 1, 1956. 

-There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From Freedom and Union for April 1956] 
ALASKA SEEKS STATEHOOD THE TENNESSEE WAY 

(By George Lehleitner) 
Resigned to the fact that, like Hawaii, 

they will not attain Statehood this year, 
Alaslrnns are now looking beyond the elec
tion and pinning their hopes on the 85th 
Congress. 

Successive disappointments, however, have 
convinced them that more than hope is 
necessary if their dream of admission as the 
49th or 50th State of the Union is to be 
realized in the near future. Consequently, 
when the voters of the Territory ratify their 
brand-new "State Constitution" in the April 
24 primary, they are also expected to adopt 
the "Tennessee Plan," 

So-called because Tennessee was the first, 
but not the last, State to gain entry into 
the Union by means of it, the plan simply 
provides for the election of two S:mators and 
a Representative who go to Washington 
along with the full-fledged Members of Con
gress. There they will use moral persuasion 
and anything else they can properly get 
away with in an intensive and sustained 
effort to have the status of the Territory 
elevated to that of a State. 

These tactics paid off for Tennessee after 
her application for admission bad at first 
been stymied because of North Carolina's 
claim to the Territory. The Tennesseans 
jumped the gun by sending their elected 
representatives to Washington in defiance of 
their eastern neighbor; having convinced 
the 4th Congress that North Carolina was 
wrong in seeking to invoke section 3 of 
article IV of the Constitution, the "Volunteer 
State" was finally admitted as the 16th State, 
on June 1, 1796. Six other territories, in
cluding California and Michigan, followed 
suit in later years, so the precedent is well 
este,blished. 

Discovered by Vitus Bering, a Dane, in 
1741, Alaska belonged to Russia until pur
chased from her in 1867 by S ecretary of 
State Seward for the sum of $7,200,000. Re
garded as so poor a bargain that it was con
temptuously referred to as "Seward's Folly," 
it has since contributed to United States 
wealth almost $4 billion worth of products. 

Over half a million square miles in area 
(Texas will cease to be the largest State in 
the Union when, eventually, Alaska is ad
mitted), the Territory is fabulously rich and 
produces, in addition to canned rnlmon and 
furs; many minerals of great value in mod
ern industrial production. Among these are 
tin, platinum, tungsten, gypsum, coal, lead, 
antimony and marble, as well as silver and 
gold. 

First organized as a Territory in 1912, it 
has a locally elected two-house Legislature 
and a Governor appointed by the President 
for a 4-year term. Its delegate to the House 
of Representatives-Democrat BoB BART
LETT-is allowed floor privileges but no vote. 
The Territory is heavily Democratic and its 
population of 160,000 has more than dou
bled since 1939. 

Last November 8, 55 delegates from all 
parts · of the Territory met in Fairbanks to 
draft the Alaska State Constituti_on. By 
February 4 tb.e delegates-six of them wom
en-had produced a streamlined 15-article 
Constitution based to a large extent upon 
that of New Jersey (as revised in 1947), and 
of Hawaii (1950). This the voters of Alaska 
will undoubtedly ratify by an overwhelming 
majority on April 24. Moreover, delegates to 

the Constitutional Convention, in Januar·y, 
voted to refer the Tennessee Plan to the 
people, and unanimously recommended its 
adoption, wn.ich is thus also virtually 
assured. 

Feeling on the statehood question is very 
strong in the Territory. It is felt that in this 
day and age Congress has been strangely slow 
to see the tremendous international capital 
which could be made out of the granting of 
statehood to both Alaska and Hawaii. · Two 
years ago it looked as though they were on 
the verge of gaining the long-sought prize. 
The Senate voted approval of a statehood bill 
for both Territories by 46-43. All but three 
of those favoring the bill were Democrats and 
all but two of those against were Republi
cans. Hopes were dashed, however, when it 
was allowed to die in the House, and BoB 
BARTLETT and - his opposite number from 
Hawaii-Mrs. ELIZABETH FARRINGTON, a Re
publican-have sought in vain to have the 
question reopened. In the meantime, both 
continue in Washington as House Represen
tatives without power to vote. 

With the ratification of its Constitution, 
Alaska will be on a par with Hawaii, though 
the latter has not, as yet, considered adoption 
of the Tennessee plan. Observers at the con
vention were unanimous in their tributes to 
the political maturity and sense of dedication 
of the Alaskans. Democrats and Republicans 
alike refrained from playing politics with 
the Constitution question. 

The Constitution provides for voting at 19, 
and for a joint legislature--the senate with 
20 members and the House with 40 (voting 
together they can overrule the Governor's 
veto) . Some hard thinking on recent in
vasions of civil liberties resulted in specific 
clauses designed to protect the basic rights 
of citizens who may be the subject of in
vestigation. Other clauses reflect the con
cern of the delegates to protect the Terri
tory's enorm.ous natural resources against 
reckless exploitation. 

The convention, in its closing session, 
lauded New Orleans businessman George 
Lehleitner and appointed him an honorary 
member. Lehleitner has striven for 10 years 
to secure passage of the statehood bill and 
is respected for outstanding work not only 
on behalf of Alaska but Hawaii also. When 
both of them are ·states he will get two 
statues, and deserve them. 

While the Alaskans are confident that the 
day of their entry into the Union is not far 
off, there is no complacency. Narrow and 
selfish interests in Congress have thus far 
served to frustrate their aspirations. There 
are still some minor technical difficulties 
which can be advanced by those who remain 
opposed to admission. Even so, the prospects 
look brighter than for some time past. 
Alaska may not gain admission within 4 
months of sending its 2 Senators and Con
gressman to Washington as did Tennessee. 
But it will try. 

(From the Washington Post and Times Her
ald of May 1, 1956] 

PRACTICE VERSUS PREACHMENT 
(By Marquis Childs) 

"The quick admission of Alaska and Ha
waii to statehood will show the world that 
America practices w:tiat it preaches."-Dwight 
D. Eisenhower in a speech in Denver on Sep
tember 16, 1950. 

One of the conspicuous-and tragic- fail
ures of the decade since the war's end is the 
failure to admit the Territories of Hawaii 
and Alaska as States of the Union. It 
amounts to a confession that the American 
system is incapable of further expansion. 

There still might be a chance for the bill 
for statehood for the two Territories, pending 
from the last session of Congress, if the 
President wanted to get his administration 
behind it. In the campaign of 4 years ago 
and several times since, he has preached the 
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admission of Hawaii. and Alaska. But prac
tice has fallen far short of preachment. 

In the elections recently held in Alaska, 
the voters, by a ma,jority of 2 to 1, adopted 
a constitution anticipating approval of 
statehood. 

By nearly as large a majority, they ap
proved what is known as the Tennessee 
plan. Under this plan, which was used by 
Tennessee to force t.he issue of admission to 
the Union in 1796, Alaska will go through 
the motions of electing 2 Senators and 1 
Representa tive as though it were a State. 

When the 85th Congress convenes next 
January the two Alaskan Senators and the 
Alaskan Representative will be waiting on 
the doorstep demanding admission. They 
will not be seated, but their voices raised in 
a demand for statehood may at last be heard. 

Michigan, Oregon, and California all used 
the Tennessee plan as a lever to overpower 
the forces that more than a century ago re
sisted the westward expansion of the Re
public. 

Something of the same d ivision that tore 
the countr y apart over slavery works against 
the admission of both Hawaii and Alaslca. 

Hawaii is an outstanding example of the 
capacity of the races of West and East to live 
together in harmony. The courage and the 
stamina of the Nisei in World War II were 
legendary. These men of mixed inheritance 
proved in the heat of battle their loyalty to 
a country that had not yet granted them full 
citizenship. 

Yet the suspicion of race lurks behind the 
conventional arguments against statehood, 
particularly among southern Democrats. 
The same suspicion works against the Eski
mo in Alaska. 

Among some members of the world's most 
exclusive club; namely, the Senate of the 
United States, there is implacable opposition 
to letting down the bars to foreigners. 

· Racial prejudice coincides with certain 
powerful economic interests to insure a road
block · big enough regardless of the actual 
voting strength in Senate and House on state
hood, to hold it back. Southern Democrats 
and conservative Republicants in this in
stance, as in so many others, form a working 
-coalition exercising a , veto power. Although 
it is not at all fashionable to speak about it, 
this is the focus of the stalemate that pre
vails in so many areas. ' 

Although they have no proof for it, many 
Alaskans firmly believe that President Eisen.:. 
hower has been influenced against statehood 
for Alaska by his good friend and close asso
ciate, Gen. Lucius Clay. 

Clay is chairman of the board of the Con
tinental Can Co., which h as close ties to the 
Alaska canned-salmon industry. If one can 
believe the story of resent ful Alaskans, Clay 
persuaded the President that Alaska was not 
yet ready for statehood. 

The fear of the salmon fishing industry is 
that if Alaska should become a State, the 
industry would be subject to restrictive regu.:. 
lations tha t would really be enforced. 

In a fiery speech at Alaska's constitution
al conven tion last November, Ernest Gruen
ing, Governor of Alaska from 1939 to 1953, 
charged that Alaska was America's colony 
and subject to the same kind of colonial 
exploitation this country denounces when 
practiced by European powers. 

As a result of discriminatory legislation, 
according to Gruening, Alaskans pay higher 
freight charges, higher wharfage and long
shoring charges, and higher m aritime 
charges than anywhere else. 

This increases the cost of living above the 
n ational average which, in turn, restricts 
the population and helps to keep Alaska in 
the status of a colony. 

" If there is a clearer and cruder example 
of colonialism anywhere," Gruening said of 
the Federal law covering Alaska shipping, 
"let it be produced. Here is a clear case 
where the Government of the United 
States-through its legislative branch which 

enacted the legislation, the executive branch, 
through the President, who signed it, and 
the Judicial branch which, through its 
courts, upheld it-imposed a heavy financial 
burden on Alaskans exclusively for the ad
vantage of private business interests in the 
'mother country'." 

In the case for stat ehood, a distinction has 
long been made between Alaska and Hawaii. 
The latter, it has been argued, is far more 
ready for statehood with a rapidly growing 
population, industry, and agriculture in 
striking contrast to Alaska with its unpop
ulated areas of forest and mountain. 

A bill granting statehood to the two Ter
ritories has been bottled up in a subcom
m ittee for many months. The chances for 
action at this session are virtually nil. But 
the hope that springs eternal is that in the 
new Congress next year, practice will finally 
catch up with preachment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there further morning business? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Wu. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

THE TARIFF ON WATCHES 
Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I have 

noted the article of May 11 in the New 
York Journal of Commerce entitled 
"Watch Tariff Reasoning Scored by Gov
ernor McKeldin." I believe the Gover
nor's views to be of broad and timely in
.terest to the Congress, 

The article, which I request unanimous 
consent to have printed in the body of 
today's RECORD, refers to a recent letter 
sent by the distinguished Governor of 
the free State of Maryland, Theodore R. 
McKeldin, to President Dwight D. Eisen
hower on the subject of our foreign trade 
policy and one particular aspect of it 
which has concerned him. This aspect 
is the watch tariff controversy which has 
stemmed from the July 19·54 decision to 
increase ·the duties on Swiss watches by 
-50 percent. This is a matter in which I, 
-too. have been quite concerned. 

On November 16, 1954, Governor Mc
Keldin addressed the National Foreign 
Trade Council in New York and called 
for a review of this 1954 tariff increase. 
In his recent letter to the President, 
which I also request be reprinted in the 
body of the RECORD, he makes an impor
tant and constructive suggestion that 
would permit a return to the lower tariff 
rate without adversely affecting the do
mestic watch industry. It is a positive 
suggestion that merits attention and sup
port. I sincerely hope that it" will be 
followed by the President. 

There being no objection, the article 
and letter were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

WATCH TARIFF REASONING SCORED BY 
GOVERNOR McKELDIN 
(By Tom Connors) 

WASHINGTON, May 10.-Gov. Theodore R. 
McKeldin of Maryland has taken his fight 
for repeal of the 1954 tariff increase on Swiss 
watches directly to P1·esident Eisenhower. 

. The .Republican Governor, who late last 
year asked Treasury Secretary George M. 
Humphrey to seek withdrawal of the 50 per
cent duty hike, has written to Mr. Eisen
hower, asking the President to give "your 
personal attention" to a review of the 1954 
action. 

NEW STUDY URGED 
Governor McKeldin called particularly for 

a "searching examination" of the thesis put 
forward by Mr. Eisenhower 2 years ago-that 
the Jeweled w.atch manufacturing industry 
was -essential to defense-as justification for 
the boost in import duties. 

He also warned that recent moves by the 
domestic watch industry to further increase 
import restrictions threaten to become a 
broad cloak for protectionism covering the 
whole of United States trade policy. 

The Maryland chief executive, an early 
Eisenhower backer who is said to be close to 
the President, expressed complete accord 
with the stated trade views of the Federal 
administration. 

IMPACT ON TOBACCO 
The 1954 order, however was a disappoint

ment to him, not only because it had adverse 
effects on Swiss purchases of Maryland to
bacco, but because he fears the defense ar
gument put forward might lead to narrow, 
insular thinking which could block the 
United States off from its overseas allies. 

The defense argument was also rejected 
by the Governor on the grounds that the 
basic need of the industry today is less for 
skilled production workers than for devel
opmental personnel, scientists and engineers 
capable of designing the complex machinery 
used in modern automatized plants. 

This view, which the Governor said is held 
by many industrialists, runs counter to the 
wat ch industry doctrine which is based on 
primary importance of the assembly-line 
worker and his protection from imports. 

The Governor suggested that if protection 
is ever necessary for a domestic industry, it 
should not c01ne from indirect means such as 
tariffs and import quotas which hamper our 
t rade relations. 

DIRECT AID FAVORED 
Instead, the Governor said he believed that 

direct assistance, as part of the cost of the 
defen se b udget, should be granted to such 
vital industries, in keeping with the recom
mendations of the Randall Commission. 
Such assistance would be "simpler, more 
economic and more effective," he said. 

In calling for a reexamination of the watch 
argument, Governor McKeldin re-ferred to 
the announcement recently that the Office 
of Defense Mobilization is studying new ap
peals from · the watch industry for tariff 
protection. 

ABSOLUTE QUOTA SOUGHT 
Domestic producers are requesting an ab

solute quota on watch imports, plus estab
lishment of a Government jeweled-watch 
stockpile program. 

Besides the ODM restudy of the 1954 deci
sion, the mobilization agency also is study
ing a possible policy shift toward deemphasis 
of protecting h igh-degree production skills 
·1n favor of design-engineering and manage
rial talent. 

The Tariff Commission also is restudying 
its 1954 recommendations to the President 
for higher watch tariffs. This is in line with 
an Executive order directing periodic re
views. USTC's new recommendations will 
be in the President's hands by the end of 
'July. 

ANNAPOLIS, MD., May 1, 1956. 
The Honorable DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER, 

President of the Uni ted States, 
The White House, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: As you know, I have 
been - in complete accord with your efforts 
to improve free wor.ld strength and securit y 
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thr-0ugh the expansion of mutually bene
ficial trade. I have, on the occasions when 
I was able, attempted to do what I could 
to advance the cause of your foreign trade 
policy. I shall endeavor in the future to 
offer firm and unwavering support to your 
enlightened program. 

There is one aspect of our foreign trade 
policy in which I have become particularly 
interested. This is the relationship between 
our broad program of encouraging increased 
international trade and our efforts to main
tain essential skills vital to the defense of 
the United states. My interest in this sub
ject stemmed from the 1954 tariff increase on 
Swiss watch imports which, as you will re
call, was based in large measure upon de
fense considerations. I cannot hide the fact 
that I was disappointed with that decision, 
not only because it was destined to have an 
adverse impact upon the sale of Maryland 
tobacco to the Swiss, who are our best cash 
customers in Europe, but also because I 
viewed the defense argument as possibly 
leading toward narrow, insular thinking 
which could block the United States off from 
its overseas allies. 

In a speech I delivered to the National 
Foreign Trade Council last November 16, I 
expressed the hope that the watch tariff 
decision would be reviewed and that the 
duties would be restored to the level set in 
our 20-year-old trade agreement with Swit
zerland. I understand that the Tariff Com
mission is now engaged in such a review and 
that a decision is expected within the next 
3 months. 

I have noted in recent press announce
ments that a new study is also underway 
by the Office of Defense Mobilization, in ac
cordance with section 7 of the Trade Agree
ments Extension Act of 1955, concerning 
the essentiality of the domestic watch in
dustry to our national security. You will re
call that, despite the sharply divergent views 
of your Defense Department, the 1954 deci
sion to raise tariffs by 50 percent was based 
to a large extent on the consideration that 
the watch industry was essential to the 
national defense and that domestic produc
t ion of watches should be sustained at a high 
level. 

This aspect of the decision disturbed me 
for several reasons. First, it engendered 
a great deal of controversy both within and 
outside Government on the merits of the 
case. Many men, expert in their knowledge 
and sincere in their desire to do everything 
necessary to maintain our national security, 
questioned the validity of this finding of 
defense essentiality. For example, the view 
has been expressed by some eminent indus
trialists that the dynamic technology which 
is characteristic of American industry-of 
which automation is the most recent devel
onment-has changed the nature and degree 
of skills required in our industrial mobiliza
tion base. Where formerly the emphasis in 
precision manufacturing was on skilled pro
duction workers, the basic need today is for 
an adequate number of highly trained sci
entists and engineers capable of designing 
the complex machinery used in modern 
plants. At the same time, there is now a 
lesser degree of skill required for production
line workers, who can usually be quickly 
trained. 

Second, I am fearful lest the defense argu
ment become a broad cloak for protectionism. 
Since the watchcase is expected to be the 
first test under a section 7 proceeding, it 
seems to me that particular care must be 
taken because of its precedent-setting na
ture. In other words, should further pro'.. 
t ection be granted to the domestic watch 
manufacturers, it could lead to a deteriora
tion in our trade relations with our friends 
and allies and, therefore, lead to that which 
we seek to avoid: the impairment of our 
national security. 

Therefore, I express the earnest hope that 
the question of defense essentiality of the 

domestic watch manufacturers will be sub.:. 
jected to a searching examination in the light 
of these increasingly important considera
tions. 

In· conclusion, I am prompted to offer the 
following suggestion: Should it ever be 
deemed necessary to preserve the productive 
facilities of a domestic industry for reasons 
of national defense, direct means should be 
employed for that purpose rather than such 
indirect means as higher tariffs and import 
quotas. Such direct assistance, when 
granted, should be considered as a cost to 
the defense budget. It is simpler, more eco
nomic and more effective than the use of 
indirect devices that impair our interna
tional trade and our foreign-policy objec
tives. · 

This suggestion, as you know, ls in keep
ing with the recommendations of the Randall 
Commission and is in accord with the views 
expressed by public groups who support your 
foreign-trade program. As this is a subject 
of such great importance to a policy in which 
I share your deep convictions, I trust it will 
merit your personal attention. 

With highest regards and best wishes, I am 
Sincerely, 

THEODORE R. McKELDIN, 
Governor of Maryland. 

FOREIGN POLICY DISCUSSIONS 
WITHIN THE AFL--CIO 

·Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the body of the RECORD an article en
titled "Inside Labor," written by Victor 
Riesel, on the subject of discussions and 
differences of opinion on foreign policy 
within the American Federation of La
bor-CIO organization, between Mr. 
George Meany, president, and Mr·. 
Walter Reuther. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

INSIDE LABOR 
(By Victor Riesel) 

(EDITOR'S NOTE.-Victor Riesel, whose 
bravery during the painful period of hos
pitalization amazed everyone, continues to 
confound dqctors, nurses, attendants, family 
members, and friends, with his magnificent 
acceptance of the fact of blindness. His 
spirit and morale are excellent. His interest 
in the column is-if that's possible-more 
intense. He's champing at the bit, eager to 
be back to his desk and already cailing some 
of his contacts on the telephone. He's busy 
planning for the future-a future that por
tends not a letdown, but an intensification 
of his fight for decency in labor, politics, in
dustry, and Government. Everyone is cau
tioning Riesel's family and staff that there 
must be a reaction and that it will be a se
vere one. We can only tell his millions of 
readers that as of this moment there is not 
the slightest indication of anything but a 
courageous, calm, almost philosophical ac
ceptance of sightlessness.) 

The brothers Reuther move in cycles. 
And the past weeks saw the resurgence of the 
tightly knit trio--Walter, Victor, and Roy
as they took on AFL-CIA President George 
Meany in a bitter fight that can literally 
shape the future of many a government 
abroad. 

Immediate issue is India. But the impli
cations of the ideological hassle between the 
leader of the conservative wing of labor and 
the trio of tacticians for the semi-Socialist 
segment of the AFL-CIO will be far-reaching 
Indeed. 

As America's mighty labor movement goes, 
so goes the powerful union forces in Europe 
and Asia. In many of those countries labor 
either controls the entire governmental ap-

paratus or ls the most influential section 
within cabinets. Decisions by these 
groups-shaped materially by the role of the 
United States unions--can make or break 
governments, change basic domestic and for
eign policies, and vitally affect hundreds of 
m1llions of people. This, then is no mere 
casual debate going on between Meany and 
the three brothers. · 

The Reuthers themselves have served no
tice that this is no routine difference of 
opinion. Walter chose to pick up George 
Meany's challenge on foreign policy at a 
meeting of the AFL-CIO executive council in 
a bitter exchange of words that lasted for 
most of the session and reached vitriolic 
heights. This marks the first time that 
Meany has been taken on publicly by the 
leader of the old CIO unions. 

Particularly interesting to informed ob
servers was Walter's blunt statement that 
his brother, Victor, was authorized to speak 
for him when he's away and that what Victor 
said could be taken as what he thinks and 
would say. For Victor Reuther, long CIO's 
top man on international affairs, has been 
sparking the fight to get rid of George 
Meany's closest advisers on foreign policy. 

Targets of the Reuthers are two men
Jay Lovestone, secretary of the Free Trade 
Union Committee, and Irving Brown, for
merly the AFL's European representative, and 
more recently Meany's personal envoy to 
India. Meany dispatched Brown to the con
vention of the National Trade Union Con
gress, there to present the official views of 
American labor and take the sting out of 
some of Reuther's personal, off-the-cuff re
marks which Meany felt misrepresented the 
position of United States unions. 

Meany is a man who never ducks a fight. 
He took on John L. Lewis in the past. He 
took on the racket-ridden ILA. More re
cently he took on Dave Beck. And he didn't 
dodge the battle Vyith Reuther. 

The AFL-CIO president made it clear that 
he was totally anti-Communist and had no 
patience with a soft approach to Commu
nist aggression, trade with Soviet nations 
or seating Red China in the U. N. This is 
the essence of the neutralist policy espoused 
by the Reuthers. 

Meany feels that there is no such thing 
as neutralism in the battle against the global 
Soviet conspiracy. In his book, if you favor 
a soft position, you are neutral against us. 

Reuther's public blasts at Meany will serve 
to promote some curious realinements of 
power within the merged labor federation. 
Many of the old-line craft unions--especially 
those in the construction trades-were some
what leery of Meany's emergence as a strong 
leader. They were fearful of his insistence 
on concentrating more power in the :iational 
office. These were the elements which never 
quite took with total erace the expulsion of 
the ILA from the AFL-a move inspired by 
Meany. 

These are the men, too, who will stand 
by the Teamsters in their fight to maintain 
strict lines of autonomy within the AFL
CIO. Prominent old-line unionists like 
Maurice Hutcheson, leader of the rapidly 
mushrooming Carpenters' Brotherhood, and 
Dick Gray, head of the Building Trades De
partment, have indicated that they wm stand 
by Dave Beck in the battle over the :LA
which may yet be resolved by a formula that 
will bring the independent Longshoremen's 
Union back into the AFL-CIO. 

They felt Meany was perhaps getting too 
close to Reuther for comfort. This battle 
will move them back behind Meany, who, in 
turn, will be forced to depend on 'vhem for 
support more and more as Reuther and the 
old CIO unions step up their attacks on him. 

So, with labor's marriage less than 6 
months old, feuds are "bustin' out all over.'.' 
Walter and Victor Reuther are spearheading 
the fight on foreign policy. Kid brother Roy, 
who heads up the auto workers' political 
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action department, is carrying the ball o:Q. the 
political front as the Reuthers move for cioser 
ties with the Democrats. · · 

Keep your eyes on old man Valentine 
Reuther's three kids. They're up to some
thing again. 

SEVENTY THOUSAND DOLLARS m A 
BROWN PAPER BAG 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the body of the RECORD a recent article 
written by Ray Tucker. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
SEVENTY THOUSAND DOLLARS IN BROWN PAPER 

BAG--WHO PAID BILL FOR TRUMAN'S RADIO 
TIME? 

(By Ray Tucker) 
WASHINGTON.-Were two of Harry S. Tru

man's windup radio speeches in the 1948 
campaign paid for by an admitted income
tax evader who was then seeking to escape 
prosecution at a time when T. Lamar Caudle, 
of tragi-comedy memory, headed the Tax Di
vision of the Department of Justice? The 
cost was $70,000, and the bill had to be paid 
in advance, because the Democratic National 
Committee was "broke." 

Federal authorities and the McClellan lob
by committee may try to answer this ques
tion in a revival of the so-called Truman ad
ministration scandals on the eve of another 
presidential campaign. On the basis of an 
expose by the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, Sena
tor JOHN J. WILLIAMS, of Delaware, nemesis 
of crooked Internal Revenue Bureau officials 
in 1951 and 1952, has demanded action by At
torney General Brownell or the McClellan 
group. 

The case has unusual political and histori
cal interest, for ,· Truman's slashing radio 
talks just before tlie election admittedly 
turned the tide against a seemingly victori
ous Thomas E. Dewey. In that year nor
mally heavy Democratic contributors refused 
to give a nickel to Truman, who was hard put 
to pay for his whistle-stop campaign train 
or .time on the air . . But money flowed in 
from somewhere for his last week's Garrison 
finish. 

It is a tangled tale of intrigue and political 
high finance as unwound by the aggressive 
Post-Dispatch and placed in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD by angry Senator WILLIAMS. 

Joseph Mitchell, owner of the Jefferson 
Loan Co., at St. Louis, came under investiga
tion for income-tax evasion as early as 1947. 
He eventually pleaded guilty and served part 
of a 3-year sentence. But he managed to 
elude prosecution and conviction for 3 years 
through political influence. 

In late October 1948 according to ad mis
sions by associates, Mitchell showed up at 
Democrat national headquarters here with 
the $70,000 in a brown paper bag. He denies 
having made the alleged contribution. 

But S. Acey Carraway, then finance director 
of the national committee, . has told of 
Mitchell's appearance with the money. Car
r!=l,way says he rejected the offer when he 
learned from Caudle that the donor was suf
fering from income-tax pains. 
· Vernon Neubauer, then president of the 

Jefferson Loan Co., says that he heard Mitch
ell agree to make the $70,000 gift. Neubauer 
is now under sentence to prison on conviction 
of using the mails to defraud. Mitchell 
helped to get him convicted, because, he 
charges, he lost $1 million because of Neu
bauer's activities. 

Carraway admits that he interceded with 
the Justice Department on Mitchell's behalf 
after receiving a $5,000 loan from Mitchell's 
firm on an unsecured note, to buy two farms 
in nearby Virginia. Only $100 has been re
paid, although Carraway subsequently or:.. 

ganized a $1 million firm that obtained lush 
con tracts from the Navy.· 

In testimony before congressional commit
tees, it was brought out that Caudle and Rep
resentative FRANK W. BOYKIN, of Alabama, 
intervened many times on behalf of Mitchell. 
Carraway, Caudle, and Mitchell frequently 
hunted and fished at the wealthy Boykin's 
place near Mobile. 

Ironically, it was an assistant attorney 
general named John Mitchell, who obtained 
the St. Louis Mitchell's conviction in the 
face of these political obstacles. But because 
of his persistence and success, Caudle ordered 
that no more tax cases be assigned to h".im. 

Cau_dle, who-was a picturesque figure dur
ing the "mink coat" era-his wife got one
was eventually fired by Truman. He is now 
under indictment at St. Louis for conspiracy. 
to defraud the Government in another tax 
case. 

SAFETY RECORD OF THE COLUM
BIA-GENEVA STEEL DIVISION IN 
urAH 
Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, re

cently, on March 27, I had · occasion to 
refer on the Senate floor to a national 
safety award to the Colur~.bia-Geneva 
Steel Division in Utah. This was on the 
occasion of the National Safety Council 
declaring-for the fourth consecutive 
year-the above Utah plan~ to be the 
safest major steel plant in America. 

From later corre.spondence with the 
Geneva plant's general superintendent, 
Mr. L. F. Black, I am happy to report 
this further development: Geneva em
ployees as of April 26 have not suffered 
a disabling- injury since November 17, 
19.55, that is, a period of more than 5 
months. . _. 

This has resulted in a new alltime· 
safety record . of 5,118,~88 injury-free 
man-hours of employment at the Geneva 
works. · 

Such a figure is more meaningful if we 
regard it in this light: It represents 100 
men working 40 · hours a week for 52 
weeks a year for a period of 23.79 years 
without accident. 

I should like also to report to the 
Congress that in view of the recognition 
accorded the Geneva works' manage~ 
ment and employees by publication of 
their safety achievement in the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECOllD the Safety Summa1~y 
issued for March 1956 has been entitled 
the "Congressional Record Issue." 

Such an achievement, in such employ
ment as blast furnace and open-hearth 
operations and on such a major scale, is 
worthy of study and emulation by lead
ers in industrial management and em
ployment every.where. I . commend ~.o 
them the Ge:µeva plan for safety. 

INVESTIGATION BY POLISH GOV
ERNMENT .OF THE KATYN FOREST 
MASSACRE·· 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, tbe 

able chairman of the Illinois division of 
the Polish American Congress, Mr. Ro
man C. Pucinski, has made a positive 
suggestion to Secretary of State John 
Foster Dulles that deserves the most se..; 
rious consideration in connection with 
the rumored investigation by the Polish 
Government of the Katyn Forest mas
sacre of 15,000 Polish officers. 

Mr. Pucinski's proposal is that the 
technical data and evidence gathered by 
the select committee . of the House in 
1952 be offered to the Polish Gove.rn
ment to test their willingness to bring 
out the true facts, to see if in the Com
munists' new rewriting of history they 
are in any respect willing to tell the 
truth. 

Because of the importance of this 
issue and the widespread public inter
est in it, as well as for the information 
of Members who may wish to support 
this request, I ask unanimous consent 
that Mr. Pucinski's letter to Secretary 
Dulles be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

I wish to say, Mr. President, that I 
have written a letter to Mr. Dulles urg
ing that he conform to it. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
COPY OF LE'ITER SENT TO SECRETARY OF STATE 

JOHN FOSTER DULLES ON APRIL 26, 1956, BY . 
THE ILLINOIS DIVISION, POLISH AMERICAN 
CONGRESS 

The Hon. JoHN FoS'rER DULLES, 
Secretary of State, State Department, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. DULLES: Unconfirmed reports 

emanating out of Poland indicate the ·war
saw Government has launched its own in
vestigation of the Katyn Forest Massacre in 
which 15,000 Polish Army officers were mur
dered during world War II. 

As you recall, a select committee of the 
United States House of Representatives con
ducted an extensive investigation of this 
crime in 1952 and, after assembling exhaus
tive evidence, concluded unequivocally that 
the Polish officers ·were murdered by the So
viet troops ·in the spring of 1940. 

The record will show that the congres
sional · committee's investigation · was car
ried. out within · the ~trict provisions of the 
International Rules of Evidence and all of 
the testimony was taken under oath which 
should-be ecceptable in any part of the wor-ld. 

We, of the Illinois Division,. Poli;sh-Ameri- , 
can Congress, earnestly urge you take what
ever steps are at your command to first de
termine whether the Warsaw Government 
actuaHy has. undertaken such a probe and 
then make available to the ·Warsaw Govern
ment all of the records and evidence pro
duced by the United States congressional 
committee. The records of this committee, 
for which I served as chief investigator, now 
are stored in the National Archives Building 
and are readily available. 

In order to test the sincerity of the Polish 
investigation, we suggest you also offer the 
Warsaw Government any technical assist
ance it may need from the United States 

· committee's former staff. 
You will recall that at the t ime of the 

congressional investigation, our committee 
had asked both the Polish and Soviet Gov-

. ernments to furnish us whatever evidence 
either government might have had bearing 
on this great international crime. Both 
these governments flatly rejected our in
vitation. 

Our committee proved the Polish officers 
were executed on direct orders from Premier. 
Joi,eph Stalin. We are fully aware th~ War
saw Government may corroborate our find
ings and then place full blame on Stalin 
in keeping with the current Communist 
program of vilifying the late Premier. But 
the Polish investigation--despite any propa
ganda value to the Communists-can be 
helpful for many reasons. One such reason 
would be to corroborate testimony given be
fore our committee that the present Soviet 
Ambassador to the United States, Georgi 
Zarubin, actually was commander of the 
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camp at Kozielsk from which the Polish offi
cers were removed to their death in the 
Katyn Forest. 

We urge you to give this matter your ear
liest attention. 

Respectfully, 
ROMAN C. PUCINSKI, 

President. 

ADMINISTRATION'S A'ITITUDE RE
GARDING INTERNATIONAL LABOR 
ORGANIZATION ANTI-FORCED-LA
BOR CONVENTION 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, it 

would appear from the story in the New 
York Times for last · Friday that the 
praise and congratulations given by the 
Senator from Illinois and the Senator 
from -Minnesota to the administration 
on the Senate floor last Wednesday on 
the question of the ILO anti-forced-labor 
convention was premature.· 

Although President Eisenhower, in 
rather general terms, to be sure, sup
ported the ILO convention in his press 
conference on Wednesday, the later re
port suggests that the State Depart
ment is backtracking and is willing to 
condemn only international commerce 
in slave-made goods. 

I, therefore, wish to reserve any con
gr;;.tulations until I can discover whether 
the State Department can make up its 
mind to · give this Government's whole
hearted support to a convention which 
clearly condemns all use of forced labor 
for political and economic purposes. 

The apparent legalistic teetering of 
this administration over whether to joiri 
in a convention outlawing one of the 
worst crimes against humanity is a sorry 
demonstration of our real devotion to 
freedom and opposition to tyranny. I 
hope that sober reflection may persuade 
this administration to follow the more 
constructive recommendations of its 
Secretary of Labor, James P. Mitchell, 
rather than the timid counsels of its legal 
pettifoggers. · 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-:
sent that the article which appeared in 
the New York Times on Friday, May 11, 
concerning this matter be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
UNITED STATES VIEW IN DoUBT ON FORCED 

LABOR-BUT AGREEMENT ON POSITION AT 
CONFERENCE OF ILO Now APPEARS LIKELY 

WASHINGTON, May 10.-The Government's 
position on an anti-forced-labor convention 
in the International Labor Organization is 
not as clear cut as at first seemed. 

What the State and Labor Departments 
have agreed on is a parliamentary and legal 
approach that does not satisfy anybody com
pletely but apparently stands a good chance 
of acceptance by all involved-employer and 
worker delegates as well as the Government . . 

On Tuesday, James P. Mitchell, Secretary 
of Labor told what the Government's posi
tion would be. The State Department was 
noncommunicative at the time but later let 
it be known that it took an unhappy vie"o/ 
of Mr. Mitchell's :phraseology. 

UNOFFICIAL EXPLANATION GIVEN 

There was a better interdepartmental feel
ing today, but the State Department was still 
u n willing t_o say officially what the Govern-

ment's position finally is. As unofficially 
explained it is this: 

The United States will offer a convention 
condemning the use of forced labor for the 
production of goods that go into interna
tional commerce. This will clearly give an 
international aspect to the subject. It meets 
the State Department's objection that forced 
labor, as such, is a domestic matter for each 
country and not an appropriate subject for 
a treaty or international convention. 

If the United States fails to confine the 
convention to the international commerce 
aspect, it will give nominal support to a. 
broader convention with the expressed res
ervation that it will not deal with it as a 
treaty. 

The broader form of convention that is 
now proposed would 0utlaw the use of forced 
labor for political and educational purposes 
and also for economic purposes. 

The ILO conference opens oh June 6 in 
Geneva. The anti-forced-labor convention 
'will have only a first reading then. A vote 
on adoption will not. come until a. year hence. 

LABOR DELEGATE CRITICAL 

- George P. Delaney, ·employee delegate, said 
of the Government's position: 

"While it moves in the direction of trade
union objectives, by no means does it meet 
the moral or legal obligations of United 
States Government participation in the 
ILO." 

The employer delegate is Cleveland H. 
Smith, Jr., president of the Steel Improve
ment & Forge Co., Cleveland. He and Mr. 
Delaney will have staffs of advisers. 
· The Government delegates will be David 
W. Wa.inhouse, Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
State for United Nations Affairs, and J. Er
nest Wilkins, Assistant Secretary of Labor. 

LIBERALIZATION BY HOUSE OF 
REPRESEN-TATIVES OF SOCIAL
SECURITY PROGRAM 
Mr. ·· DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the 

House of Representatives passed a good 
social-security bill. In addition to ex
panding the coverage of the act, over 
which there is little dispute, the House 
bill liberalized the social-security pro
gram in two important respects. First, 
the House bill provided fpr payments to 
insured persons 50 years of age-or older 
who are permanently and totally dis
abled. This is a vital step forward in 
providing protection for those who lose 
their ability to earn a living. Second, 

. the House bill provided for retirement 
benefits to be paid to women at age 62. 
This was in recognition of the fact that 
wives tend to be younger than their hus
bands, and that forcing the wife of a re
tired man to wait until she is 65 before 
drawing her pension often works a real 
hardship. 

Mr. President, what is the attitude of 
the administration toward these impor
tant improvements in our social-security 
program? This administration opposed 
both of them. Like Mrs.; Hobby before 
him, Mr. ·Folsom, too, deserves the label 
"Secretary of not-too-much Health, Ed
ucation, and Welfare." He came up 
here as we all know and opposed as vig
orously as he could both of the House 
improvements. 

The President is very fond of saying 
that he is a liberal in matters affecting 
human beings and a conservative in 
money matters. That is a fine slogan, 
but its test is in the application. How 
often in the 3 years he has been in the 

White House, has the President found an 
issue which affects human beings, so that 
he could be liberal? Somehow, this ad
ministration always seems to find that 
the issue involves money rather than 
human beings, and so it winds up being 
conservative. 

Mr. President, how could we find an 
issue which more deeply affects human 
beings than social security? Isn't the 
problem of how to live, which faces the 
family whose breadwinner is totally dis
abled, a human problem? This admin
istration doesn't think so. It sees this 
problem as one involving money, not 
human beings. 

Apparently the President has had his 
way with a majority of the Senate Fi
nance Committee, which announced that 
it has knocked out the House provision 
for disability payments and that it has 
knocked out the provision for lowering 
the· retirement age for women. A sop 
was thrown to th3 old folks by permit
ting widows to receive benefits at age 62. 

Mr. President, most of the issues which 
come before us involve both human be
ings and money. I am proud to say that 
I try, and the Democratic Party tries, to 
consider the human problems first. We 
do not scratch around to see if we can 
find that a few pennies are involved so 
that we have an excuse for refusing to 
consider the human values. We make an 
·effort to meet the human needs if that 
is at ail possible. . 

T.here . are very . real human problems 
·which are still not met by our social
security program. Under 20 years of 
Democratic administration much has 
been achieved, but there are still many 
needed improvements. First among 
these is the need for disability payments. 
I intend to support the amendment of 
the senior Senator from Georgia to pro
vide payments to the permanently and 
totally disabled without respect to age. 

I agree with him that the need is the 
same at whatever age the man becomes 
disabled. 

Some time ago I introduced an amend
ment to provide for a flexible system of 
retirement, with higher benefits for post
poned retirement, but permitting retire
ment for both women and men as early 
as 60 years of age. This plan permits 
earlier retirement for those who are in 
poor health, but not permanently and 
totally disabled. It permits earlier re
tirement for wives younger than their 
retired husbands and for widows who are 
not part of the labor force but who are 
dependent upon social security for their 
major income. On the other hand, it 
encourages that who are able to do so to 
continue working by increasing their 
benefits if retirement is postponed. 
Surely, it is desirable to encourage our 
older workers to continue to use their 
talents if they are able to do so. I have 
explained my amendment in a letter to 
the Washington Post, which I ask unani
mous consent to have printed in the REC
ORD at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AMENDING SOCIAL SECURITY 

I read with interest your editorial on 
Amending Social Security of April 8. In 
the article- you supported the disability fea-
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tures of the House bill but thought· that 
there were good arguments against lowering 
the retirement age for women. 

I have an amendment to the bill which 
I believe meets the objections your editorial 
and people in general have against lowering 
the retirement age for women. The amend
ment provides for a flexible retirement age 
wit h benefits scaled according to the age at 
which retirement begins. Benefits for re
tirement at age 65 remain the same as at 
present; but if retirement takes place earlier 
the benefit per month is reduced, and if re
tirement is postponed beyond age 65 there is 
an increase in the monthly benefit according 
to the following schedule: 

Age at Percent of pres~nt 
retirement benefits at age 65 
60 1 ___________________________________ 70 
61 ____________________________________ 76 
62 ____________________________________ 82 
63 ____________________________________ 88 
64 ____________________________________ 94 
65 ____________________________________ 100 
66 ____________________________________ 104 
67 _________________________ ~----- · --- 108 

68------------------------------------ 112 69 ____________________________________ 116 
70 ____________________________________ 120 

71--------r--------------------------- 124 12 ____________________________________ 128 

1 The earliest permitted. 
(Under the present law full benefits accrue 

at age 72 without regard to continued em-
ployment.) · 

There are several advantages to my amend
ment. First, it would permit a man to re
tire and draw benefits for himself and for a 
younger wife who was not yet 65-fulfilling 
the same objective as reducing the retire
ment age for women to 62. 

Second, it would permit persons in poor 
health, but not totally disabled, to retire 
before reaching age 65. It would not, how
ever, promote this practice except where 
badly needed because of the reduced 
amounts. 

Third, it would offer a positive inducement 
to persons ·who are able and willing to do so, 
to work beyond the age of 65 by providing 
larger pensions upon later retirement. The 
percentages have been worked out on an ac
tuarial basis. 

The cost to ' the system of adopting this 
amendment would be only slightly greater 
than the cost of reducing the retirement age 
for wom·en to 62. That there is any cost at 
all is due to the fact that we have a; system 
based on retirement at age 68 ½ and not 
based on retirement at age 65 as most peo
ple suppose. That is, the average age of 
retirement for recipient s of retirement 
benefits under the Social Security Act is 68½, 
and the system saves the amount which 
would have been paid them between the ages 
of 65 and 68½. · 

I believe that the greater flexibility which 
my amendment would introduce into the 
Social Security system and the advantages to 
be obtained from it, make a worthy addition 
to the act, and I intend to continue to seek 
its adoption. 

PAUL H. DoUGLAS, 
United States Senator from Illinois. 

WASHINGTON. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, as was 
to be expected, the administration op
posed my amendment along with the 
other proposed improvements in the 
Social Security Act. In a letter to the 
Finance Committee, Mr. Folsom argues 
at one point that ''the reduced amounts 
to be paid under the amendment to per
sons who have been compelled to retire 
before age 65 might be inadequate for 
their maintenance." However, he pro
poses to give them nothing until they are 

65. I am ·afraid I do not understand the 
kind of reasoning which concludes that 
a little is worse than nothing. But I fear 
that this is typical of the administra
tion's lack of concern with human prob
lems. The Senate must make sure that 
this type of thinking does not prevail. 

CONSTRUCTION OF BRIDGES OVER 
POTOMAC RIVER 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
unfinished business be temporarily laid 
aside and that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 1981, 
House bill 7228. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be stated by title for the infor
mation of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (H. R. 7228) 
to amend title II of the act of August 30, 
1954, entitled "An act to authorize and 
direct the construction of bridges over 
the Potomac River, and for other pur
poses." 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the Sen
ator from Texas? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I wish to ask the distinguished Sen
ator from Nevada to give a brief expla
nation of the bill. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, this par
ticular bill authorizes the construction 
of a bridge across the Potomac River 
known as the Jones Point Bridge, the sub
ject matter of which has been before the 
Congress for the past 4 or 5 years. All 
the interested parties are now in agree
ment. The bill has the unanimous ap
proval of the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. The bill provides that the 
bridge shall be constructed by the Bureau 
of Public Roads of the Department of 
Commerce. The committee recom-- 
mends favorable action upon,the bill: 

The PRESIDENT ·pro tempore. The 
bill is open "to amendment. If there be 
·no amendment to be proposed, the ques
tion is on the third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time and passed. 

DESIGNATION OF PROPOSED 
BRIDGE OVER POTOMAC RIVER 
IN VICINITY OF JONES "POINT, 
VA., AS "WOODROW WILSON ME
MORIAL BRIDGE" 
Mr; JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

. dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
Calendar No. 1982, H. R. 8130. 

The PRESIDENT pro· tempore. The 
bill will be stated by title for the infor
mation of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
8130) to designate the bridge to be con
structed over the Potomac River in the 
vicinity of Jones Point, Va., as the 
''Woodrow Wilson Memorial Bridge." 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I should 
like to make a brief explanation of the 
bill. The bill is a companion to the bill 
just passed, and designates the bridge 
proposed to be constructed in the vicin-

ity of Jones Point, Va., as the "Woodrow 
Wilson Memorial Bridge." 

The bill received the unanimous ap
proval of the Committee on the District 
of Columbia, and the committee recom
mends favorable action on it by the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present consider
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. Mc
NAMARA in the chair). Without objec~ 
tion, it is so ordered. 

EFFECTS OF FOREIGN TRADE ON 
MINNESOTA 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, a 
book has recently been published by the 
University of Minnesota Press which is 
the culmination of 2 years of hard and 
dedicated effort, and in which I have 
had a particular interest. The book is 
entitled "The Effect on Minnesota of a 
Liberalization of United States Foreign 
Trade Policy," and it is the report of the 
Business Executives' Research Commit
tee, under the advice and editorship of 
Harlan M. Smith and Robert J. Hollo
way, and is sponsored 'by the University 
of Minnesota. 

The · Business Executives' Research 
Committee is a cooperative research 
team of selected Twin Cities business 
executives and· university faculty mem
bers studying specific economic prob
lems. operating under the auspices of 
the school of business administration 
of the University of Minnesota. This is 
a report" on studies made by them dur
ing 1954-55 on foreign trade policy and 
its effects on Minnesota. 

These studies do not attempt to sup
port either the more liberal or the more 
protectionist side of the trade debate. 
They simply try to assess the effects 
of foreign trade by studying the econ
omy of' Minnesota, the involvement and 
dependence of various sections of the 
Minnesota economy on foreign trade, the 
vulnerability of the other sections of the 
Minnesota economy to foreign trade, the 
number of Minnesota workers affected 
each way, and other related factors. 

The project originated in my office in 
1954 in conversations conducted with 
Dr. Howard S. Piquet of the Legislative 
Reference Service of the Library of Con
gress. Dr. Piguet had already written 
Aid, Trade, and the Tariff, and had di
rected several studies of the impact of 
world trade on various congressional dis
tricts. One such study of Indiana's 
Eighth District had been published in 
popular form in . Harper's magazine. I 
asked Dr. Piguet whether he could do a 
similar study for the entire State of Min
nesota. He told me that he would like 
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very much to do .it, but· that the Legisla-
ti ve Reference Service · was simply not 
equipped for the job. 

As we explored the situation further; 
it became obvious that Minnesota would 
be an ideal S~ate for , such a . pioneer 
study. Its variegated economy made it 
sufficiently interesting for- analysis, and 
yet it was not so complex as to · be un.:. 
manageable. 

The more we considered the project, 
the more the possibility of a study un
der the auspices of the University of 
Minnesota seemed appropriate. . Pro
fessors Holloway and Smith of the school 
of business administration at the uni
versity seemed especially well qualified 
to coordinate this study, and they in 
turn asked the university for a research 
grant for · assistance. When the initial 
university grant appeared to be inade
quate, many other leaders of business 
and the professions in the Twin Cities 
were contacted. . Beginning in April 
1954, my office was in continuous com
munication with various philanthropic, 
business, and community groups in Min
nesota in ari effort to procure the neces.: 
sary additional financial assistance. 
Mr. John Cowles, president of the Min
neapolis Star and Tribune; Mr. William 
P. Stevens, executive editor of the same 
newspaper; and Mr. C. B. Meech, man
ager of the international division of the 
Minneapolis Honeywell Regulator Co., 
were particularly helpful in cooperating 
with us during the initial stages. The 
search for additional financial support 
was eventually successful. 

Dr. Holloway ca·me to Washington in 
July 1954 to discuss this project with Dr. 
Piguet. Members of my staff worked 
with them in close consultation. 

During the course- of the winter of 
1954 and 1955, the Business Executives' 
Research Committee and interested uni
versity faculty members conducted a 
series of meetings studying. various as
pects of the problem of tariffs and· trade,. 
An elaborate system of information gath
ering was devised, data from 400 Minne
~ota industries was reported to the 
f acuity group, and the offices of other 
Minn-esota ·Members of Congress were 
contacted. By May 1955 the study was 
in its last stages of discussion, and a pre ... 
liminary report was in preparation. Un
fortunately, at. that time the project lost 
the talents of Dr. Holloway, who left on 
a teaching assignment in the Philippines 
in June. Under the competent editing 
of Prof. Harlan Smith, the project has 
been seen through to its completion and 
release last month. 

Mr. President, this 176-page study is a 
detailed and unique analysis of the im..:. 
pact of foreign trade on Minnesota. It is 
a mine of information for the people of 
our State, and its conclusions are im
port.ant to the entire country in the con
text of the continuing debate on Ameri.;. 
can foreign trade policy. 
· Included in the study is a careful de
scription of the· composition of the Busi.:. 
ness Executives' Research Committee, the 
technical organization of the study, a 
statistical examination. of Minnesota ex
ports and import competition, and an up
to-date evaluation of current American 
restrictions on imports processed in Min-

nesota, · and of foreign - restrictions on 
Minnesota exports. Over 100 pages are 
devoted to a breakdown of the probable 
effects of trade liberalization upon Min
nesota industries and agriculture. The 
industrial analysis is divided industry by 
industry into various degrees of impact; 
high benefit, moderate benefit, low bene
fit, high injury, moderate injury, low in
jury, and no effect. To a lesser extent, 
an evaluation is also made of trade lib
eralization upon American agriculture. 

In a 40-page section discussion of the 
implications of the study for our foreign._ 
trade policy, the fallowing general con~ 
clusions were reached: 
. First. Trade restrictions on imports of 
the kinds of products produced in Minne
sota are essentially like those for the 
United States. There are some free 
items, some with a wide range of duty 
rates, and some restricted by quota ar. 
rangements. 

Second. Over half of Minnesota's 
manufacturing employment is in indus
tries which would be .. unaffected directly 
by trade liberalization; of the remainder, 
a larger part is in ·industries which would 
gain from liberalization than in indus
tries which would lose. 
_ Third. Minnesota agriculture appears 
to be more vulnerable to increased im.; 
ports than is. the case of industry insofar 
as United States farm commodity prices 
are.maintained above world prices. 

Fourth. Reductions of tariffs and 
quotas would not · always result in a 
large increase in imports due to a num.:; 
ber of factors which in some cases give 
the local producer a distinct advantage 
over the foreign competitor. 

As .a resµlt of these conclusions, and in 
the light of certain economic principles 
,specifically listed in the concluding sec ... 
tion of the report, the Business· Execu
tives' Research Committee has made the 
following 11 recommendations: 

1. The BERC recommends that full sup
pott be given the implementation of the 
legi&lation extending the reciprocal trade 
agreements program. 

2. The BERC is convinced that a clear-cut 
policy of t ariff liberalization wm· help 
strengthen the community of political and 

-·economic interest between our allies and our:. 
selves, and increase their sense of solidarity 
with the United States. 

3 . The BERC recommends that, as one 
of the strongest economic powers in the 
world, we should take the lead in liberalizing 
trade opportunities, and that considered re.: 
ciprocal concesslons be vigorously bargained 
for, but not be a prerequisite to unilateral 
redu_ctions on our. part. Concessions re
quested of other nations need not necessarily 
be tariff concessions. . 
- 4. One exception BERC makes to a pro
gram designed to minimize the restrictive
ness of tariffs is the maintenance and pro
tection, in some form or other, of industries 
truly essential to national security militarily. 

5. In implementing a policy of promoting 
1.ncreased · trade among nations, elements 
such _as _quot~s. ~he escape clause, the peril
point- provision, and "buy American" legis
lation, should be deleted, or substantially 
modined since in their present form they are 
~ serious obstacle to those seeking to develop 
market opportunities in the United States 
for foreign goods. 

6. The BERC is ·convinced 'that tariff sim• 
pliflcation, and the reduction or elimination 
of red tape in customs procedure, would b~ 
extremely valuable, and consistent with a 
liberalized trade policy. 

7. It 1s recommended that ·tari1r reduction 
be sufflc;_i~nt in amount to encourage a freer 
exchange of goods, thus enabling free na,. 
tions to earn dollars -with which to purchase 
goods from us, raising the standard of living 
of all. 

8. We further recommend that tariff reduc
tions be gradual, and so scheduled as to 
,cause minimum temporary dislocation to 
Pnited States labor. 

9. In the creation of an atmosphere favor
able to increased trade, we must give clear 
assurance that the direction · of our future 
tariff changes will be downward, thus adding 
stability t~ our commercial policy. 
· 10. An educational program should be in
stituted, preferably under nongovernmental 
sponsorship, to educate the American public 
on the subject ·of reciprocal tariffs. · 

11: We make no recommendation with re
spect to · 11b"eralization: of" trade restrictions 
on agrtcultura1-products except to p·o1nt ·out 
that- study should be given to ·the possi
bility o:treconciling foreign trade policy and 
agriclutural policy~ - · · 

Mr. President, - an article discussing 
the -Minnesota study appeared in-·the 
April 9, 1956, Time-magazine on ·page 37. 
I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of that article be printed at this point 
in niy remarks. -

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECOR:O, 
as follows: 

DOGMA DOCUMENTED 

Despite the high stakes involved~1955 
United States commercial exports ($14.3 bil
lion) and imports ($11.4 billion) were the 
largest in . h!_st.ory-the-perpetual debate on 
United States tariffs. is seldom illuminated by 
any fresh statistical documentaton of the 
dogmatic claims of either low or high tariff 
men. Nearly 2 years ago the Minnesota...Busi
ness Executives Research Committee, a study 
group sponsorecl by the University of Minne
sota's School of Business Administration, de~ 
cided that i-t was time to move the tariff con
troversy into the realm of local reality. Last 
week, after interviewing officials of about 400 
Minnesota companies, the committee released 
an item-by-item survey of the probable ef
fects on Minnesota's industry . of a United 
States tariff. reduction . . - -.'. 

GAINS AND LOSSES 

. The committee discovered that many of 
the State's industries, such as iron ore min
ing and processing, the economic backbone 
of northern Minnesota, now have little or no 
tariff protection. Others, like th~ thriving 
apparel industry, specialize in products 
geared to ever-changing demands on the part 
of th~ :United States consumer; _because of 
their greater familiarity with the market, 
United states firms would-·continue to have 
an_ advantage o_ver .foreign competitors. All 
in au; tariff reduction would-make little di
rect difference to 52 Minnesota industries 
employing 66 percent of the State's minin~ 
and manufacturing workers. 
· Another 26 Minnesota industries, account

ing for 25 percent _ of the State's industrial 
labor, would directly benefit from liberaliza
tion of tariff laws. For instance, manufac
turers of mining drills could, ·with tariffs off; 
sell more of them in the oil boom areas of 
~entral and western Canada. 

Eleven industries, employing in 1947 about 
7 percent of Minnesota's industrial labor, 
would be hurt by- tar-iff reduction, the com
mittee decided. Only· three of the smallest 
of these would suffer serious damage. Some 
of the State's leather glove and belt manu
iactur~rs would be hard· hit by foreign com
petition, and imports of cheap foreign china 
:Could. cripple the production of pottery, one 
of the principal · industries of Red Wing 
'(population 10,645). Hardest hit of an 
would be Minnesota's four beet sugar refin-
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eries; unrestricted admission of CUban sugar 
would wipe out the uneconomic growth . of 
sugar beets by_ Mi~n~sota far~ers. 

. WEIGHT OF ;EVIDE.NCE 

The committee did not make as detailed a 
study of Minnesota agriculture as. it had .of 
industry. The report conceded that freer 
trade would probably hit Minnesota· farmers 
harder than it would manufactur·ers. But, 
the committee concluded, t:ne· evidence was 
that "a· general -policy- of graaual ' liberaliza
tion of United States trade policy seems likely 
to benefit Minnesota more in ·the long run 
than to harm it." . 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr: President, a 
careful analysis of the study has also 
been prepared by the authors, Professors 
Holloway and Smith. This article en
titled ."Minnesotans _ Look _at Foreign 
Trade Policy" appears in· - the March 
1956 issues of Business News Notes, a 
publication of the School of Business Ad
ministration at the University of Min
nesota. I ask unanimous consent that 
the text of this article appear at this 
point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
MINNESOTANS LOOK AT FOREIGN TRADE POLICY 

(By Robert J. Holloway, associate professor 
of economics and marketing, and ·Harlan 
M. Smith, associate professor of eco.
nomics) 

THE PROBLEM 

Is it desirable to increase United States 
imports? There seems to be no uniform 
opinion in the United S~ates for during 
nearly every sernion of Congrei;,s the pros 
and cons of foreign trade are debated: There 
are volumes of testimony from protectionists 
and freetraders alike. 

The Minnesota BERC sought a sound 
basis for consideration of foreign trade policy 
by citizens of the State. The group under
took to ascertain the probable effects of 
trade policy liberalization on Minnesota and 
its findings are summarized below. The spe
cific conclusions are tentative and are sub
ject to modification if more extensive evi
dence becomes available. Though the study 
was made from -the standpofn_t of a single 
State, it recognizes that the problem of fram
ing a wise foreign trade policy for the 
United States cannot be solved 'purely ih 
terms of specific sectional economic inter-
ests. · 

· PROCEDURE 

The group began by delving into past and 
present and even future aspects of the prob
lem. The heart of· 'the project was an at.
tempt to find the impact on individual in
dustries in Minnesota likely to fol!ow a re
duction in United States trade restrictions 
in general and specifically a reduction of 
tariffs on the products of each industry con
sidered. The approach was twofold. A 
statistical study attempted to depict Minne
sota's trade position by showing the State's 
proportionate interest in imports and ex
ports. A survey was also made to gather in
formed opinion from persons in the various 
industries. The League of Women ·voters 
helped by interviewing several hundred busi
ness executives located throughout the State. 

There is a high degree of conjecture in 
any estimates · of the restrict! veness of tariffs 
and quotas or the likely impact of their lib
eralization. There is no way of knowing 
absolutely what will happen, but there are 
many factors within the situation of each 
individual industry which bear upon the 
likelihood of one .result or another; an opin
ion based upon knowledge of these factors 
is better than .an opinion. which -is less well
informed. 

CII--505 

' Stt.ECTED 'FINDINGS 

· Minnesota's exports: An earlier university 
study showing the variety of exports of 
Minnesota manufacturers was confirmed bJ 
the BERC study. Though no statisti
cal record of all Minnesota exports· is avail
able, an estimate of the importance of these 
exports can be' made. By assuming that 
Minnesota's interest in exports is in pro
portion to its share of United States produc.J 
tion and exports, one can get some idea of 
-the importance of exports to the State and 
table 1, on this assumption, indicates the 
importance of exports to Minnesota in terms 
of employment. 

TABLE 1.-Employment tn Minnesota de
pendent directly or indirectly on United, 
States exports, 1947 1 -

Industry 

..Food (processed) . and kin-
dred products ....... -.. ----

Tobacco manufactures .... ---~ 
Textile-mill products ________ _ 
Apparel.. __________ ._ .. -·- __ ._ 
Lumber and wood products __ 
Furniture and fi.xtures ______ .. 
Paper and allied products ___ _ 
Printing and publishing _____ _ 
Cbemicals. · _ ............ -.. .. 
Products of petroleum and 

coaL _ .. ----- .. -------------
.Rubber products ........... --
Leather and leather products_ 
Stone, clay, and glass prod-

ucts · _ ---- ---------------Iron and steeL ______________ _ 
Nonferrous metals. __________ _ 
Plumbing and beating sup-

Minne
Minne- Percent sota . 

sota depend- employ-
employ- ent on d:~1:it 

ment exports ent ow 

46,565 
22 

2,569 
11,064 
4,239 
3,182 
8,' 958 

18, 143 
2,416 

1,599 
486 
816 

3,191 
6,141 

829 

6.0 
12.1 
14. 5 
3. 2 
6. 9 
2.5 
9. 6 
6.0 

13.1 

13. 3 
11.8 

4. 4 

9. 2 
16. 6 
13. 9 

exports 

.2, 7.9.4 
3 

373 
354 
292 
80 

· 860 
109 
316 

213 
57 
36 

294 
1,019 

115 

plies .. .. --- .. --- ... -.... ---· -
.Fabricated structural metal 

1,480 

3,687 

4,972 

3. 9 58 

188 

572 

products ............. ______ _ 
Other fabricated metal prod-

ucts .. · ____ .......... -- ---· 
-Agricultural, · mining, and 

construction machinery __ .. 
Metalworking machinery ____ _ 
Other machinery except elec· 

'Mtifg~!-anclgenerators~======= 
Radios. ____ ____ .····---------
Other electrical machin&y ___ _ 

'Motor vebic1es _____ · __ :. __ .. __ _ 
Other transportation equip-

ment.,. ____ , .. _____ ... . ~ .. -
..Professional and scientific 

equipment ___ ------------··· 

10,407 
1,546 

11,370 
1,915 

767 
11,691 

2,429 

--603 

1, 112 

5.1 

11. 5 

19. 6 
16. 5· 

13. 8 
16. 4 
9.4 
8. 7 

11. 6 

11. '1 

12.1 

2,040 
255 

1,569 
314 

72 
1,017 

282 

71 

135 

16~. 199 -------- 13,488 

hibitive rates wJU not be reflected in the 
average at all. 
. The volume' of trade over a tariff. wall can 
also be misleading. An almost prohibitive 
tariff rate may l<;>ok insignificant simply be
cause it appears that little trade 1s affected. 
On the other hand, the complete absence of 
imports may not mean that the duty is the 
obstacle. T~e duty may be entirely ir
relevant, and other things may be prevent
ing imports. A large volume of trade, how
ever, does not necessarily indicate as it 
might seem to, that· the duty is not re
strictive. Trade might still increase great-
ly if the duty were reduced. . 

· The simplest measure is, of course, the 
ad valorem. tariff or the ad valorem equiva• 
lent. Here the danger lies in the inevitable 
comparison of rates between commodities. 
Clearly, on any single commodity, the higher 
the ad valorem rate. the more restrictive is 
the tariff. But a given percentage rate on 
one product may ~ave quite different sig
nificance from that of the same percentage 
rate on: another product. What we need to 
know with respect to any single product is 
the extent to which a given rate excludes the 
imports of that coi:nmodity . 

A better way to get a reliable idea as - to 
the restrictiveness of tariffs or quotas is 
to interview persons who ·have direct knowl
edge of the significance of any given level 
of quotas or tariff rates for their industry. 
In this connection, the BERC and the League 
of Women Voters interviewed ·businessmen 
in many industries. The complexity of the 
problem and the paucity of accurate infor
mation made the interview a difficult task. 

. TABLE 2 
DEGREE OF RESTRICTIVENESS OF TARIFFS AND 

QUOTAS ON IMPORTS COMPETITIVE WITH PROD
UCTS OF MINNESOTA AGRICULTURE AND IN• 
DUSTRY 

High 
Meat animals and products. 
Oil-bearing crops. 
Processed dairy products. 
Grain mill products. 
Sugar. 
Vegetable oils. 

Moderate 
Food grains and feed crops. 
Other agricultural (wool). · 
Wood containers and cooperage. · 
Paper and board mills. 
Converted paper products. 
Other leather products. 

1 1947 is the latest year for which this kind of data can Pottery and related products. 
be obtained. Employment figures are derived from the Blast furnaces, steel works, and rolling 
1947 United States Census of Manufactures when avail- mills. 

·able, and.otherwise estimated. Nonferrous foundries. 
It perhaps comes as a surprise that the Hand tools and hardware. 

State is exporting so many kinds of prod- - Construction and mining machinery (dia.
-ucts-food, paper, and paper products, ma- mond drills only). 
· chinery and other kinds of' metal products, to Electrical appliances. 
· name but a few. Minnesota's primary in- Toys and sporting goods. 
terest is not in · exporting and · not all pro-

" ducers have a com~on export int_erest, how- Low 
ever. Stone, sand, clay, and abrasives. 

Trade restrictions: Foreign trade· exists Meat packing and wholesale poultry. 
despite many kinds of restrictions but it is Miscellaneous food products. 
not easy to evaluate the degree .of . re- Textiles and apparel. 

.strictiveness. Common methods used include Sawmills, planing and veneer mills. 
the use of the average tariff rate, the per- Fabricated wood products. 
centage of dutiable imports to free imports, Metal furniture. 
and ~he vol.ume of trade which comes in over Partitions, screens, shades, etc. 
a tariff wall. For· many reasons ·these meas- Soap and related products. 
ures can be misleading. For example, United Paints and allied products. 
States · tariffs are lower now than in the Miscellaneous chemical industries. 

, early 1930's, yet a higher percentage of im- Miscellaneous rubber products. 
ports entered the country duty-free in 1931- Leather tanning and finishing. 

· 35 than in the post-World War II period. Footwear (excluding rubber). 
:Another common method is to c·ompute Glass. 

- the average tariff level by dividing total , Abrasive products. 
· tariff revenue by the total value of dutiable Othe:c miscellaneous nonmetallic mineral 
- imports. . This a-verage obscures the fact that products. 
the duties on some products or on the ex- Metal stampings. 

- ports of-- some -countries may be quite high Lighting fixtures. 
even though rates on others -are -low. -Pre- Miscellaneous f.abr.J.cated ,metal product&. 
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. Metalworking machinery. 
Special industry machinery. 
General industrial machinery and equip

ment. 
Commercial machines and equipment, 

not elsewhere classified. 
Valves and fittings. 
Motors and generators. 
Radio and related products. 
Storage batteries. 
Truck trailers. 
Railroad equipment. 
Instruments, etc. 
Optica1:ophthalmic, and photo equipment. 
Medical and dental instruments and sup-

plies: 
Miscellaneous manufactured products. 

Negligible 

Poultry and eggs. 
Farm dairy products. 
Plastic products. 
Vegetables and fruits. 
Iron ore mining. 

. . . 

Canning, preserving, and freezing. 
Bakery products. 
Alcoholic beverages. 
Tobacco manufactures. 
Logging. 
Wood furniture. 
Pulp mills. 
Printing and publishing. 
Drugs and medicines. 
Fertilizers. 
Animal oils. 
Petroleum products. 
Coke and products. 
Paving and roofing materials. 
Cement. 
Structural clay · products.' 
Concrete and plaster products. 
Iron and steel foundries .' · 
Tin cans and other tinware. 
Heating equipment. · 
Construction and mining machinery ( ex-

cept diamond drills) . ; 
Internal combustion engines. 
Farm machinery and eq-gipment. 
Boiler shop alid fabricated metal products. 
Refrigeration equipment. 
Valves and fittings. 
Machine shops. 
Electrical control apparatus. 
Electric lamps. · 
Comniunication equipment. 
Motor vehicles. 
Ships and boats. 
Clocks. 
Jewelry and silverware. 
Table 2 gives, in effect, the estimated ·de

gree of protection provided individual Min
nesota industries by United States trade 
restrictions. A low rating means that in 
the absence of the trade restrictions the 
volume of imports would not oe substan
tially larger. A high rating means that a 
considerably larger volume of imports could 
be expected upon removal of present restric-
tions. . 

· Many industries ei~her have no protection 
or believe that such protection as exists is 
of negligible impo'rtance to them. The 
highest degree of restriction is found on 
the imports of some farm products, either 
before or after processing. Where the im
ports are severely restricted, the restriction is 
accomplished by quotas rather than by 
tariffs alone. The industries which have 
moderately restrictive tariffs on the imports 
of their products are not, in general, the 
large industries in Minnesota. 

Restrictions are found the world over and 
a number . of Minnesota industries find ex
porting difficult because of restrictions 
placed by other nations. Minnesota pro
ducers. of so-called nonessential goods also 
face severe restrictions placed by countries 
with dollar shortages. 

Impact of trade libe:ralizatlon: Much of 
the , BERO study was directed toward 
estimating the impact of trade liberaliza-

tion upon Minnesota industries and agricul
ture. Certain economic gains and losses for 
the State can be anticipated if foreign trade 
policy is liberalized. Some Minnesota in
dustries can expect to feel increased 
competition from imports; others can ex
pect export opportunities to expand as for
eign countries acquire more United States 
dollars, or reduce their restictions recipro
cally. Some industries could also expect to 
gain in terms of an increased availability of 
imports for use in their productive processes. 

The impact of any trade liberalization 
would be unevenly distributed among Min
nesota industries. Agriculture would be 
affected differently than manufacturing and 
individual industries within eacli of these 
major· segments would feel different effects. 

The BERC data indicated that in
dustries with approximately 25 percent of 
the manufacturing employment would prob
ably we benefited, while industries with 
about 7 percent would likely be injured. 
The balance, employing about 66 percent, 
would probably show little or no net effect. 
Of the total, about 12 percent of employ
ment might expect a high degree of benefit 
and less than 1 percent would expect serious 
loss. 

TABLE 3.-The net effect of trade liberaliza
tion upon Minnesota manufacturing em
ployment by industry groups benefited 1 

[Number employed, 1947) 
HIGH 

Number of 
Industry: employees 

Farm machinery and equipment__ 7,196 
Electrical control apparatus_______ 6, 361 
Plastic products__________________ 3, 640 

· Constr~ctior. -and minin~ m~cl?,~n- ' ery ______ . _____________________ 3,211 

Motors and generators ___ , _ _:_______ 1, 915 
General ·industrial mac;tlinery and 

equipmenL-------~---.- - ---'---- 1,590 
Internal combustion engines_____ 1, 191 

Total--------------------~--- 25,104 

Leather products except foo'twear_ 
Pottery .and related products _____ _ 
Sugar refining __________________ _ 

Total _______________________ _ 

MODERATE 
Industry: 

Refrigeration equipment ________ _ 
Advertising specialties __________ _ 
Heating equipment ___________ ,:. __ 
Commercial machines and equip-

ment, not elsewhere classified __ _ 
Abrasive products _______________ _ 
Miscellaneous electrial products __ _ 
Medical and dental instruments 

and supplies------------------~-

2 456 
. 2 336 
. 2 303 

1,095 

5,266 
2 5,000 
2 1, 172 

2 995 
770 
291 

227 
Total_~ ____________ ; _________ 13,721 

Injured: Spinning, weavi~g. and 
.dyeing------------------------ 2 732 

LOW 
Industry: 

Canning, preserving, and freezing_ 
Boiler shop and fabricated struc-

tural metal products __________ _ 
Electrical appliances ________ .;. ___ _ 
Special industry machinery ______ _ 
Radio and related products ______ _ 
Tin cans and other tinware _____ _ 
Miscellaneous rubber products ___ _ 
Optical and photo equipment ____ _ 

2 4,021 

3,687 
2 1, 970 

1,923 
767 

2 660 
486 

2 421 
1 Industries likely to be unaffected, or to 

experience about equally benefits and in
jury, are not shown in this table. Employ
ment data primarily from _ the 1947 U. S. 
Census of Manufactures. 

2 Number of employees estimated for part 
or all of the industry. 

TABLE 3.-The net effect of trade liberaliza
tion upon Minnesota manufacturing em
ployment by industry groups benefited
Continued 

Industry-Continued Number of 
employees 

Railroad equipment_ ___________ .__ 2 370 
Boats____________________________ 1 245 
Valves and fittings_______________ 183 
Miscellaneous fabricated metal 

products -----------------------
Total ________________________ 14,824 

Processed dairy products_ ,:. _______ _ 
Miscellaneous manufactured prod-

ucts ____ . ----------------------
Hand tools and hardware ________ _ 
Stone, sand, clay, and abrasives __ .:.._ 
!louse furnishing and other non-apparel _______________________ _ 
Vegetable oils ______________ ..:. __ _ 
Wood containers and cooperage __ _ 

6,143 

2 1,712 
2 1, 2~3 
2 1, 211 

2 i, 139 
907 
845 

Total ________________________ 13,170 

1 Number of employees estimated for part 
or all of the industry. · 

Table 3 shows the net effect of trade lib
eralization upon Minnesota's manufactm:ing 
employment for 1947. In order to conserve 
space, the not affected group is not in
cluded in the table. The not affected group 
included both those industries which would 
not feel any effect at all and those indus
tries . which would register approximately 
equal gains and losses. 

Each important industry was studied by 
some BERO member. Digests of the in
dustry studies are included in the complete 
BERO report but cannot be included here. 
The 'report on the farm-machinery industry, 
as · an illustration, showed that no United 
States tariffs exist on products of the indus·
try, -that local industry has felt no seri-ous 
import competition and does ~ot anticipate 
serious -foreig-n competition in the future, 
Even if foreign suppliers were to develop 
products of comparable quality, they would 
face the problems of having to establish in 
this country an adequate marketing organ
ization and adequate service facilities. It 
became quite ·clear that the farm-machinery 
industry in Minnesota could only benefit 
from a liberalization of United States foreign 
trade policy which would enable them to 
increase their exports. 

Sugar refining, on the other hand, is clearly 
an industry which could be seriously injured 
by trade liberalization. Quota restrictions 
on imports make possible the present level 
of the Minnesota industry. Free trade in 
sugar would probably eliminate the domestic 
industry entirely. A careful and complete 
evaluation of the effects of reducing restric
i;iolis .op sugar imports must go beyond the ' 
fairly obvious losses to the State's sugar-beet 
industry from increased import competition 
and examine the effects on Minnesota of in
creased· exports to Cuba and a lower price of 
sugar for Minnesotans. · · · 

The farm machinery and sugar .cases were 
exceptions in that the conclusions could be 
drawn rather quickly and with considerable 
assurance of the accuracy of the conclusions. 
In most cases the answers were clouded with 
many complicating factors, bearing indi
rectly as well as directly upon the issues. 

Some factors lessen the importance of the 
tariff as a restriction on trade and also work 
against the Minnesota exporter. For exam
ple, some Minnesota apparel manufacturers 
do not fear foreign competition because the 
styles made and sold locally are considerably 
different from any foreign product. On the 
other hand, the Minnesota apparel firm may 
find it difficult to get foreign acceptance for 
his styles. Thus some of the most impor
tant kinds of impediments to world trade 
have little to do with our foreign trade 
policy. 
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Manufacturers of an article with a high 

style. element, or requiring an extensive mar
keting structure, or needing elaborate repair 
and service facilities will probably not worry 
vary much about the level of the United 
States tariff, nor will the firm be concerned 
about its export potential. In some in
stances Minnesota firms have overcome some 
o! these problems. 

Agriculture: Agriculture is a very impor
tant segment of the Minnesota economy and 
in 1954 accounted for about 11.4 percent of 
personal income distributed in Minnesota as 
compared to only 5.3 percent nationally. The 
controversy over what is wise and desirable 
international commercial policy with respect 
to agriculture appears to be even greater than 
the controversy over what international com
mercial policy is best for industry. The 
agricultural picture is complicated by the 
price-support programs for grains and dairy 
products. The BERC felt that, although a 
complete analysis of trade policy with respect 
to agricultural products requires full consid
eration of farm policy, a few things could be 
said on the problem of trade liberalization 
without entering into the issues surround
ing the price-support program. 

Prior to any discussion of trade-policy ef
fects, a few facts about the present Minne
sota agricultural situation should be pre
sented. First, the Minnesota farmer is . pri
marily a seller of meat, dairy, and poultry 
products. · In 1954, about 70 percent of his 
cash farm receipts came from these sources: 
Second, the larger part of farm cash income 
in this State comes from nonsupported com
modities. Third, most of the grain produced 
in the State is used as feed and the market 
for animal products, is therefore, more im
portant than the grain market for the Min
nesota farmers. 

The probable effects of trade-policy lib
eralization upon Minnesota agriculture are 
summarized in table 4. 

TABLE 4 
IMPACT OF TRADE· POLICY LIBERALIZATION UPON 

PRIMARY AND PROCESSED AGRICULTURAL PROD

UCTS 
Primary products 

Low benefit: Corn, soybeans, peas and can
ning corn. 

Not affected: Hogs, poultry and eggs, fluid 
milk, tobacco, other vegetables and fruit, 
· Low injury: Cattle, feed barley. 

Moderate injury: Oats, malting barley, rye, 
flax. 

High injury: Wheat, sugar beets, wool. 
Processed products 

Low benefit: Lard, hides, evaporated milk, 
soybean oil, canned corn, canned peas. 
. Not affected: Fresh meat, canned meat, 
grease and tallow, poultry, fluid milk, flour; 
prepared animal· feeds, alcoholic ·beverages, 
tobacco manufactures, canning (except corn 
and peas). 

Low injury: Butter, cheese (Cheddar),. 
woolens and worsteds, dried milk. 

Moderate injury: Linseed oil. 
· High injury: Sugar. 

The Minnesota farmer's ability to com
pete with foreign producers in our domestic 
market and in the foreign market, in the 
absence of price supports and import restric
tion, depends upon his comparative advan
tage in various farm products. There is not 
·sufficient factual evidence with respect to 
-specific products to prove what would result 
in terms of injury from imports or benefits 
from exports. 

Any change in trade policy with respect 
to agriculture is likely to produce some 
change in the pattern of farm production. 
Trade restrictions which are advocated as 
a means of avoiding changes in the pattern 
of farm production may not in the end be of 
benefit to farmers. Each case must be ex
amined on its merits. 

The BERC study indicates that changes 
from the existing agricultural pattern 
would probably come in wool, sugar, and 
to a lesser extent in wheat. These three 
products appear to be most vulnerable to 
import competition. On the other hand, ex
pansion might come in soybeans, lard, and 
eventually in dried milk. There might be 
minor gains in exports of corn and canning 
crops. For other primary and processed 
products, little or no effects from trade pol
icy liberalization would be expected. These 
best guesses of the BERC, it should be 
reiterated, must be regarded as speculative. 
More study needs to be given this highly con
troversial problem, especially with regard to 
the reconciliation of the aims of farm pro
grams and trad<J liberalization. In general, 
there is somewhat less scope at the present 
time fo!' liberalizing import restrictions on 
agricultural products than on industrial 
products. 

Conclusions and recommendations: In ad
dition to findings with respect to the prod
ucts of specific industries, some of which 
have been mentioned here, the BERC 
reached several broad conclusions: 

1. United States imports of some of the 
kinds of products produced in Minnesota 
enter duty free, others have a wide range of 
duty ·rates, and some are restricted by quota 
arrangments. . 
· 2. Over half of Minnesota's manufacturing 
employment is in industries which would be 
unaffected directly by trade liberalization; 
more is in industries which would gain from 
liberalization than in industries which 
would lose. 
, 3. Minnesota agriculture appears to be 
more vulnerable .than industry to increased 
imports insofar as United States farm com
modity prices are maintained above world 
prices. 

4. Reductions of tariffs and quotas would 
not always result in a large increase in im
ports due to a number of factors which in 
some cases give the local p:roducer a distinct 
~dvantage over the foreign competitor. . 

In addition to reaching these conclusions, 
the BERC made several recommendations 
with respect to Uhited States foreign trade 
policy. The results of the study prompted 
recommendations for a c0ntinua.tion and 
extension of the reciprocal trade agreements 
program, and for other trade liberalization 
measures. It is the belief of the BERO 
that a clear-cut policy of tariff liberalization 
wm help strengthen the cotnm.unity of po
litical and economic interest between our 
allies and ourselves. 

The trade policy liberalization recommen
dations by the BERC call for a gradual 
program designed to prevent serious dislo
cation to the economy of the State. Tariff 
reductions-should 'be-sufficient in am·ount to 
enco-µrage a freer exchange of goods, thus 
enabling free nations to earn dollars with 
which to purchase goods from us. The 
BERC made no recommendation with 
respect to liberalization of trade restrictions 
on agricultural products- except to point out 
that study should be given to the possibility 
of reconciling foreign trade policy and agri
cultural policy. 

. Mr. HUMPHREY. In conclusion, Mr. 
President, I want to commend this entire 
study most earnestly to my colleagues. 
I can think· of no better source for an 
up-to-date and reliable analysis of the 
impact on a community of 3 million peo
ple of. our present foreign trade policies. 
As one who has long been devoted to the 
principles of libe:i;-alized trade, I am de
lighted that the conclusions of this study 
bolster my own position and show that 
the interests of the State of Minnesota 
coincide with the· interests of the United 
States as a whole 'in increasing and de
veloping world! trade. 

Mr. President, I also ask · unanimous 
consent to have a special letter to th<t 
editors, which I prepared for the week 
ending May 19, 1956, printed in the REC
ORD at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the news
letter was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

FOREIGN Am 
As the Congress turns its attention this 

month to the vital question of world eco
nomic policy, it becomes ever more evident 
that the direction of our domestic and for
eign economic policy will be perhaps decis~ve 
in the worldwide competition with commu
nism. With the Soviet Union moving ag
gressively into the field of technical and eco
nomic aid, and making great efforts to ex
pand its own economy, it behooves us to plan 
wisely. . 

MINNESOTA STUDY 

An important document ls fortunately 
now in the hands of foreign policymakers. 
It is a recently published book: The Effect 
on Minnesota of a Liberalization of United 
States Foreign Trade Policy-an intensive 
examination of the impact of foreign trade 
on our State. In the form of a report of the 
business executives' research committee
{!. cooperative research te·am o! Twin Cities 
business executives and university faculty 
members-it covers studies made during 
1954 and 1955. Published by the University 
of Minensota, it was edited by Profs. 
Harlan M. Smith and Robert J. Holloway of 
the university. 

BEGINNING THE STUDY 

This unusual project began 2 years ago in 
my office. I was discussing with Dr. Howard 
S. Piquet of the Library of Congress, an out
standing authority on world trade, his re
cently completed study of the impact of 
world trade on an Indiana congressional 
district.. 1t occurred to me that a larger and 
more comprehensive study should be made 
~f an e:ntire State. Minn.esota would be. an 
ideal State for the- study, with its varied 
economy and yet manageable size. Piquet 
agreed. From that day on I was to have the 
pleasure of working · with many Minnesota 
leaders in business and education to find the 
necessary financial assistance for the pro .. 
posed project. Among private, university, 
and corporate sources the funds were finallyi 
put toget,her· and the study begun. Even..: 
tually more than 400 Minnesota industries 
coordinated, by the Business Executives• Re-
search Committee of the university ·were to 
participate in the collection of data. 

RESULTS 

After 2 years of. detailed study the report 
is complete. More than 162,000 Minnesota.ns 
are found to be employed in industry either 
directly or indirectly affected by United 
~tates exports. One-fourth of these workers. 
would probably be benefited by freer trade, 
and more than 12 in a hundred would · be 
benefited greatly. Only 7 percent of these· 
workers would probably be adversely affected 
by a general liberalization of our foreign 
trade policy-and less than one in a hundred 
would expect serious loss. 

NATIONAL PICTURE 

You may be sure that the vital statistics 
and findings of this Minnesota study will be 
carefully considered. The facts are plain
that at least in one State the benefits of 
freer trade, with appropriate safeguards for 
vital industries, would far outweigh any 
losses due to greater imports. Again Min
nesota leads the way. What Minnesota has 
been able to do may be followed by further 
studies of other sections of the Nation-the 
kind of factual data upon which a more con
structive economic foreign policy can be 
built. 
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REBUTTAL OF CHARGES BY BER
TRAND RUSSELL IN CONNECTION 
WITH ROSENBERG TRIAL AND 
SOBELL CASE 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on 

April 23, I brought to the attention of 
the Senate my dismay over the un
founded charges by Bertrand Russell in 
connection with the Rosenberg trial and 
the Sobell case. My initial remarks may 
be found in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
for that date on pages 6764-6767. . 

I am delighted to find that the Man
chester Guardian, which first printed 
Lord Russell's attack on the FBI, car
ried an appropriate story on April 26, 
1956, reporting my rebuttal to the orig
inal carges. I ask unanimous consent 
that the article I have just referred to, 
which was written by the Guardian's 
competent Washington correspondent, 
Max Freedman, be inserted at this point 
in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORl)., 
as follows: 
SENATOR ATTACKS LORD RUSSELL-"RECKLESS 

LIBERTIES" 
(From Max Freedman) 

WASHINGTON, APRIL 26.-Tlie Sobell case 
and the Rosenberg case, together with Lord 
Russell's charges against the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, have now reached the floor 
of the Senate. 

The issue was presented by Senator 
HUMPHREY, Democrat, of Minnesota, who 
began by placing on the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD the letter from Lord Russell to the 
Manchester Guardian in which he accused 
the FBI of using perjured testimony and fol
lowing Nazi-like methods. Senator HUM-
PHREY declared : ' 

"I am dismayed by the reckless liberties 
which Lord Russell has taken with the facts 
and with our Nation's great legal and judi
cial traditions. What is more important, 
I am deeply concerned that, because Lord 
Russell has in the past been an anti-Com
munist and an independent thinker, the 
outside world may take his allegations seri
ously. There is no necessity for me to de
fend the FBI against this attack. It can 
stand with honor and distinction upon its 
own customarily excellent record. I believe, 
however, that something should be said to 
demonstrate to our British friends tl).at Lord 
Russell's comments are irresponsible and 
false." 

ILL-INFORMED ATTACK 
The Senator then placed in the CONGRES

SIONAL RECORD the letter to the Manchester 
Guardian from Mr. Green, a former attorney 
with the Atomic Energy Commission, and 
Mr. Ferman, the assistant director of the 
American Civil Liberties Union. Senator 
HUMPHREY said that he was deeply disturbed 
that a man with Lord Russell's worldwide 
reputation should have contributed such a 
damaging and ill-informed attack on Ameri
can justice. He went on: 

"It is even more serious when so many 
persons have long recognized the many fine 
contributions to literature and the social 
sciences which Lord Russell has made. I 
say, in a most forgiving and understanding 
manner, that the purpose of my comments 
today ls merely to correct the record and 
not to chastise or unduly to criticize. Never
theles.s, I feel that in matters of such gravity 
as this it is important for Members of Con
gress and other persons to speak out and to 
defend what we know to be true, namely, 
that the due process of law was followed; 
and that these cases were appealed not only 
to the highest courts of the land but also 
to two Presidents of the United States. I 

know of no President who would in any way 
have permitted a. violation of the rules of 
justice in the. name of security if he had 
any evidence to indicate that a person was 
innocent." 

In conclusion Senator HUMPHREY declared 
ihat the evidence was replete as to the guilt 
of the persons concerned, and that the courts 
of the United States, as well as two Presi
dents, had made it crystal clear that justice 
was done. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading 
clerk, announced that the House .had 
severally agreed to the amendment of 
the Senate to the following bills of the 
House: 

H.·R. 2057. An act for the relief of Edwin 
K. Stanton; 

H. R. 2893. An act to confer jurisdiction 
upon the United States Court of Claims to 
hear, determine, and render judgment upon 
the cl&im of Graphic Arts Corporation of 
Ohio, of Toledo, Ohio; 

H. R. 5535. An act for the relief of S. H. 
·Prather, Mrs. Florence Prather Penman, and 
S. H. Prather, Jr.; and 

H. R. 7164. An act for the relief of Lt. 
Michael Cullen. 

The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amend
ments of the Senate to the bill <H. R. 
6143) to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1939 to provide that for taxable 
years beginning after May 31, 1950, cer
tain amounts received in consideration 
of the transfer of patent rights shall be 
considered capital gain regardless of the 
basis upon which such amounts are paid; 
asked a conference with the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and that Mr. COOPER, Mr. MILLS, 
Mr. GREGORY, Mr. REED of New York, and 
Mr. JENKINS were appointed managers 
on the part of the House at the con
ference. 

The message further announced that 
the House had passed the following bills, 
in which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: · 

H. R. 2603. An act to increase the area 
within which officers and members of the 
Metropolitan Police force fl.nd the Fire De
partment of the District of Columbia may 
reside; and 

H. R. 10060. An act to amend the District 
of Columbia Police and Firemen's Salary Act 
of 1953, as amended. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 
The following bills were read twice by 

their titles and referred, as indicated: 
H. R. 2603. An act to increase the area 

within which officers and members of the 
Metropolitan Police force and the Fire De
partment of the District of Columbia may 
reside; and 

H. R. 10060. An act to amend the District 
of Columbia Police and Firemen's Salary Act 
of 1953, as amended; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

H. R. 10986. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1957, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

DEPENDENTS' MEDICAL CARE ACT 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill (H. R. 9429) to provide medical 
care for dependents of members of the 

uniformed services, and for other pur
poses. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Massa
chusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL], who is the 
ranking minority member of the Com
mittee · on Armed Services, and who has 
contributed mightily to the bill, has a 
statement to make. Since he has an ap
pointment to be elsewhere, I shall waive 
my opening statement until he has an 
opportunity to make his statement. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I thank the Senator from Georgia, the 
chairman of the Committee on Armed 
Services. I wish to say that I join whole
heartedly in supporting the bill, and 
what few remarks I have to make will 
really be supplementary to the remarks 
the Senator from Georgia will make in 
going into detail on the bill. I wish to 
ref er to one of the fundamental reasons 
why the bill should be passed and become 
a law at the earliest possible opportunity. 

The point which I wish to stress par
ticularly, almost exclusively in view of 
the detailed presentation which is to be 
made by the distinguished chairman of 
our commmittee, is simply this: The very 
highest priority must be given now, as 
never before, to the retaining of trained 
men in our Armed Forces and to the re
cruiting of young men who can in due 
course become equally trained and eff ec
tive members of those forces. 

The dependents' medical care bill is 
one item ref erred to specifically by the 
President in his special message to the 
Congress of January 1955 on personnel 
turnover in the military services. A 
more recent communication from the 
President, dated April 9, 1956, transmits 
a letter from the Secretary of Defense 
reviewing the serious nature of the per
sonnel situation in the Armed Forces and 
outlining legislative proposals as a means 
of improving military career incentives. 

In the earlier message, the President 
included striking illustrations of the in
vestment in skilled manpower of the 
Armed Forces. It costs approximately 
$3,200 to put 1 man through the normal 
course of basic training. It costs an ad
ditional $2,000 to $5,000 to train a man 
in the typical technical skills which are 
essential in the military system cf today. 
It costs $120,000 to train a jet pilot. 

In this regard I was profoundly im
pressed, as were all who heard him, by 
General LeMay's recent public testimony 
to the effect that the principal problem 
faced by the United States Air Force is 
one of manpower, not of materiel. Gen
eral LeMay made it strikingly clear that 
unless trained personnel, fully adequate 
in · numbers and experienced in their 
skilled jobs, were made available in in
creasing numbers to the Air Force, no in
crease in the number of aircraft them
selves would be of particular value from 
the standpoint of our Nation's security. 
The accent must, at this time, very clear
ly be upon men, not missiles; upon peo
ple, not planes. In saying this I do not 
minimize for one moment the great need 
for continued research, development, and 
progress in the field of guided missiles 
and in the production of the great B-52 
bombers and more advanced type air
craft. I simply emphasize General 
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LeMay's statement that manpower must 
now be given top priority. 

This bill, as I see it, will make a defi
nite contribution toward stimulating 
both enlistments and recruitments in our 
armed services, and toward reducing the 
number of resignations from the serv
ices, which have in past months given us 
much concern. 

Of course, it is almost impossible to 
trace an improvement in reenlistments 
or a reduction of resignations to any one 
legislative item. The dependents' medi
cal care bill is one of several proposals 
which, taken together, are designed to 
make a military career more attractive 
generally. Already enacted are meas
ures for increased pay, greater reenlist
ment allowances, more housing for de
pendents, and a career incentive meas
ure for medical and dental officers. 

Let me add that in the past year we 
have had some encouraging results re
garding the rate of reenlistment. We 
want by every proper means to keep this 
momentum going, and to accelerate it if 
we can. The overall enlistment rate for 
regular personnel was 27 .2 percent in the 
fiscal year 1955, and experience to date 
indicates that for the fiscal year 1956 this 
figure will increase to 42.8 percent. The 
reenlistment rate for those whose first 
enlistment was expiring was 15.7 percent 
for the fiscal year 1955, and it looks as if 
this figure will increase to 23 percent for 
the fiscal year 1956. This is encouraging, 
but we are simply making up somewhat 
for the tremendous drops in these rates 
which occurred prior to the fiscal year 
1955. We cannot now afford to lose this 
important advantage that seems to be 
ours if, by the enactment into law of such 
measures as this, we can accelerate reen
listments and bring about a substantial 
r eduction in resignations from the 
services. 

From the economic standpoint it 
should be pointed out that the Depart
ment of Defense estimates that 949,000 
persons will have their obligated tours of 
duty expire in the fiscal year 1957. Eight 
hundred and seventy-three thousand of 
these are enlisted men. Since it costs ap
proximately $3,200 to give basic training 
to each replacement, if an additional 10 
percent of the 873,000 could be induced 
to reenlist, an investment of almost $280 
million would be preserved. 

It is even more important, however, let 
me repeat, Mr. President, that highest 
priority be given to our trained men and 
to those who can and will become so if 
given sufficient encouragement and in
ducement. 

This single bill is not in itself an an
swer to all our manpower problems, of 
course. It does, however, to my mind, 
represent a long step forward toward the 
attainment of our objective, namely, the 
completely adequate defense of the 
United States not alone in terms of 
weapons and materiel but, more impor
tant, in terms of the men and women 
r eady, willing, and able to devote them
selves without interruption of career to 
the building up of the Nation's security. 

For those reasons, among others, I be
lieve the bill should be enacted into law. 

The chairman of. the committee is 
thoroughly familiar with the provisions 

of the bill, and the committee has gone 
over the bill line by line. 

After hearing the chairman of the 
committee explain the bill and the en
couragement it will provide for continued 
service, particularly in the case of bene
fits to dependents, I am sure the Senate 
will pass the bill. 

Mr. President, I thank the chairman 
of the committee for permitting me to 
speak at this time. I am confident that 
after he concludes his remarks it will be 
very clear why the committee unani-
mously supports the bill. · 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Massachusetts yield to 
me? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I do not have 
the floor. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I am 
glad to yield to the Senator from Min
nesota. 

Mr. THYE. I thank the Senator from 
Georgia. 

Mr. President, I wish to commend the 
distinguished and able senior Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL], 
the senior Republican member of the 
Armed Services Committee, for his able 
presentation of the questions involved in 
the bill. 

This subject has been of great con
cern to me, because from t ime to time I 
have observed that some of our ablest 
younger officers have left the armed 
services because of financial reasons. 
That has been particularly true in the 
case of officers with families. The pro
visions of the bill make me confident 
that, if it is enacted, we can expect re
enlistments or continued service on the 
part of these men, who are so valuable 
to the armed services. 

Therefore I wish to commend the 
Senator from Massachusetts for his 
strong support of the bill and his thor
ough explanation of its provisions. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thanl{ the 
Senator from Minnesota for his remarks. 

Personally, Mr. President, I agree with 
the views of the Senator from Minne
sota regarding the effectiveness of the 
bill. It constitutes one of five steps 
which already have been taken or are in 
the process of being taken. There are 
several others yet to come. 

We know how important it is to keep 
well-trained men in the armed services, 
and we know how seductive to them can 
be some of the aspects of private em
ployment, particularly the high wages 
paid. Although we realize that it will 
never be possible for the armed services 
to maintain pay scales as high as those 
of private concerns, yet we believe that 
continued service in the Armed Forces 
will be greatly encouraged by making 
provision for increased additional bene
fits. 

Mr. THYE. That statement by the 
Senator from Massachusetts is similar 
to the testimony Mr. Wilson gave last 
week before the committee. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I thank the Senator from Georgia for 
his courtesy in yielding. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I have been glad to 
yield. 

Mr. President, this bill is one of sev
eral pieces of proposed legislation sug-

gested by the President of the United 
States and the Department of Defense 
to increase the so-called fringe benefits 
for the members of the armed services. 

As stated by the administration 
spokesman, the primary objective of the 
bill is to undertake to reduce the tre
mendous turnover in military personnel. 

The bill has an appeal to me which 
is over and beyond that purpose, be
cause, Mr. President, enactment of this 
measure will eliminate a great inequity 
now existing between various members 
of the Armed Forces. 

At the present time the dependents of · 
those who are stationed overseas in the 
Armed Forces of the United States have 
available to them hospital and medical 
care of all kinds. Within the United 
States, the dependents, accompanying 
military- personnel who are assigned to 
installations which have available hos
pital space and uniformed doctors like
wise have complete medical and hospi
tal care. The bill seeks to provide med
ical care for the estimated 40 percent of 
the dependents who do not have a mili
tary medical facility available to them. 
Glaring inequity has existed for many 
years, particularly in the cases of the 
lower enlisted grades of the armed serv
ices whose members cannot take their 
wives and children with them, some
times for financial reasons and also be
cause they cannot obtain living quarters 
for them near the post. Not only have 
those dependents been denied the com
panionship of the person who is in the 
Armed Forces, but they have been denied 
any medical care. 

I doubt not that most Members of the 
Senate have received communications 
from dependents of members or the 
Armed Forces seeking assistance in the 
form of medical care which they seri
ously needed, and which they did not 
have the financial means to obtain. In 
some cases they were compelled to do 
without such care, because their sponsor, 
the one who was in the Armed Forces, 
was not able to have them near him, 
where medical care in the Armed Forces 
was available. 

The bill would bring relief to the group 
which is now seriously disadvantaged in 
comparison to those dependents who can 
accompany their sponsors to stations 
where medical care from service facili
ties is available. It is heartening to me 
to know that the bill will eliminate this 
element of unfairness. 

Mr. President, without question the 
most significant feature of the bill before 
the Senate is that it would authorize a 
contract to provide medical care from 
private physicians and in private hos.: 
pitals for the spouses and children of 
members of the uniformed services who 
are on active duty. This represents a 
new departure in the field of dependent 
medical care. Indeed, it is almost revo
lutionary in its nature. For the first 
time it makes civilian medical care avail
able to dependents who now are unable 
to secure such care from uniformed phy
sicians and hospitals operated by the 
uniformed services. Such medical care 
as is now available to dependents is fur
nished by uniformed physicians and in 
hospitals operated by the uniformed 
services. At this point let me say that 
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the term "uniformed -services" includes 
the Army, the Navy, the Air Force, the 
Marine Corps, the Coast Guard, and the 
commissioned corps of the Public Health 
Service and the Coast and Geodetic 
Survey. 

The civilian medical care that this bill 
proposes to authorize would be provided 
under a medical service, health insur
ance, or health plan. Under the medi
cal-service concept, which is usually as
sociated with the Blue Cross and Blue 
Shield organizations, members of these 
organizations pay monthly premiums for 

· the · privilege of availing themselves, 
when needed, of medical services and 
hospitalization to the extent provided in 
a contractual agreement. The organi
zation itself secures agreements from 
physicians and hospitals to provide spe
cific services and facilities in exchange 
for definite fees and charges. 

The health insurance approach is, as 
the term implies, an insurance policy 
underwritten by insurance companies~ 
The insured person pays a premium to 
the insurance underwriters. The policy 
specifies monetary benefits of definite 
sums in the event of need for medical 
care and hospitalization of the types cov
ered by the policy. While these insur
ance benefits can be assigned to the 
hospital or the physician providing the 
services, the compensation of the physi
cians and hospitals flows directly from 
the person insured and the fees and 
charges do not necessarily correspond to 
the money benefits paid under the policy. 

A third method that is possible of 
utilization under the bill is a group
health plan. Group-health plans gen
erally provide medical service through 
physicians and clinics serviced by physi"'. 
cians who participate, and hospitaliza~ 
tion is furnished through contracts with 
local hospitals. 

The growth of. systems involving · pre
payment of medical · expenses in this 
country within recent years is impres
sive. There now are 70 Blue Shield plans 
in the United States and its Territories, 
with approximately 33 . million people 
being covered. There are 86 Blue Cross 
plans- covering- more than 51 million 
Americans. Premiums paid to ·the com
panies comprising the American Life 
Convention and the Life Insurance Asso
ciation of America, 2 organizations whose 
companies underwrite 85 percent of the 
group accident and health insurance in 
the United States, were in -excess of $1 
billion in 1955. These figures are .men
tioned merely to furnish some indica~ 
tion of the magnitude of existing pro
grams for prepayment of medical and 
hospital expenses. Despite the extent 
of these programs, the scope of the medi
cal care contemplated by the pending 
bill is somewhat different from any medi
cal service program or health insurance 
operation now in effect. It appears that 
the plan of administration must be spe-, 
cially organized to carry out the medical 
care program involved in this bill. · 

The -authority-to enter into a civilian 
contract for the medical care of spouses 
and children is broad enough to permit 
utilization of any of these plans. Thus 
the Secretary of Defense, through nego
tiations with representatives who could 
administer each of the plans, would de-

termine which method cduld provide the 
most satisfactory services for the least 
expenditure of Government funds. 

The plan that would be entered into 
would cover all the spouses and children 
of active-duty personnel. The cost to 
the person receiving the care is limited 
to the first $25 of hospital expenses, or 
the prevailing subsistence rates in serv
ice hospitals multiplied by the number 
of days hospitalized, whichever is greater. 
The bill as received by the committee 
provided for payment of only the first 
$25 of hospital expenses. 

A person receiving hospitalization in a 
service facility is required to pay a sub
sistence charge, now $1.75, for each day 
of hospitalization. Thus, the ultimate 
cost for long periods of hospitalization 
would have been somewhat greater in 
service facilities. In an attempt to 
eliminate considerations of cost from the 
election of civilian or military facilities, 
the committee adopted the alternate fea
ture- of deductibility mentioned above. 
Of course, a person receiving civilian 
hospitalization for any period of time 
must pay the first $25 of hospital ex
penses, and to this extent civilian hos
pitalization will prove more expensive 
than service hospitalization for short 
periods. However, the $25 deductible 
feature was adopted initially as a deter
rent to prevent abuse and is, I believe, 
in accordance with recommendations of 
the Moulton Commission, a private group 
appointed by the Secretary of Defense to 
make a comprehensive study o.f depend
ent medical care, that there should be 
some restraint on excessive demands for 
medical attention. Still another reason 
for committee adoption of this alternate 
feature of deductibility is the realization 
that a person,not requiring hospitaliza
tion would incur a cost of at least $1.75 
per day for subsistence. Leaving the 
deductible- feature at only the first $25 
of-hospital expenses would, in some cases, 
have had the effect of placing a depend
ent who required hospitalization in a 
better financial position than a con
temporary who was not ill. 

The civilian contract may provide the 
fallowing maximums: Fust, hospitaliza ... 
tion in semiprivate. accommodations up 
to 365 days; second, medical and surgical 
care incident . to a period of hospitaliza
tion; third, complete obstetrical and 
maternity service, including prenatal and 
postnatal care; fourth, required services 
of a physician or surgeon prior to and 
following hospitalization for a bodily in
jury or for a surgical operation; and 
fifth, diagnostic tests and procedures. 
Thus it will be seen that the authoriza
tion is fairly comprehensive, the princi
pal item not included and which is avail
able from service facilities being out
patient care. Inclusion of outpatient 
care generally would pose even more 
formidable problems of administration 
and costs. This program admittedly is 
experimental and it· seems wise to begin 
on a cautious basis. 

This brings us ·to the consideration of 
the so-called freedom of choice provision 
that is contained in subsection 201 <b>
of the bill. This subsection proyides 
that the dependents for whom civilian 
care will be contracted may elect to re
ceive medical care in service facilities or 

in private facilities, except that the Sec
retaries concerned may limit this privi
lege of election where spouses and chil
dren are residing with members in areas 
where adequate service medical facil
ities are available for dependents. Many 
private physicians and hospitals appre
hend that the power to·limit choice would 
cause the construction of new service 
hospitals and the induction of more phy
sicians to provide dependent medical 
care. The view of the Department of 
Defense is that unlimited free choice 
could result in an unjustifiable and an 
uneconomical failure to use existing ca
pacities at service hospitals. Career 
medical personnel of the services also 
desire the opportunity for a diversified 
practice afforded by treatment of de
pendents. Members on active duty pre
sumably are healthy and their treatment 
offers limited diversification. This sub
section has been left virtually intact by 
the committee in the realization that an 
expansion of service facilities or an in
creased requirement for service physi
cians solely to provide dependent medi
cal care could not be accomplished 
without congressional approval. The 
committee is not disposed to assume that 
the present Secretary of Defense, or 
some future one, would flagrantly abuse 
the power to limit free choice. 
. The new authority for Government 
payment for civilian care should benefit 
private physicians and hospitals, if not 
by increasing volume, then certainly by 
assuring payment for services rendered, 
and it is difficult to foresee that the power 
to restrict free choice will substantially 
diminish this benefit. 

The cost of this new civilian contract 
authority is estimated at between $50 
and $55 million for- the first - year of 
operation. This estimate is arrived at 
by making an assumption of the number 
of eligible dependents and a further as
sumption that physicians and hospitals 
will agree to abide by a maximum fee 
schedule. By setting up a proportion 
involving ratios of the medical care pro
:vided outside the United States to the 
number of dependents overseas, where 
almost all medical care is provided in 
service facilities, and the medical care 
provided within the United Etates to the 
number of dependents here, it has been 
calculated that 40 percent of the eligible 
spouses and children of members of the 
-uniformed services do .not .now receive 
medical care . in service facilities within 
the United States. Since there are some 
2.1 million spouses and children in this 
country, this means that almost 840,000 
eligible dependents do not now receive 
care in service facilities. This does not 
mean· that all 840,000 were turned away 
from service facilities~ since undoubtedly 
many of them lived in remote areas or 
did not require medical care. The inci
dence of illness and hospitalization ex
pected to occur among the 840,000 
spouses and children is the basis for 
estimating the first-year cost at the 
figures I gave, to wit, from $50 to $55 
million. 

It should be made abundantly clear 
that the cost to the Government will 
be in the nature of a cost-plus arrange
ment, although that term has come to 
have an unpleasant connotation. Be-



1956 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 8045 
cause of the many uncertainties, the 
medical service and health insurance or
ganizations could hardly underwrite the 
program on a risk basis initially. Even 
so, this arrangement may inure to the 
financial benefit of the Government. 
What the contract probably will involve 
is payment by an intermediary, acting as 
fiscal agent for the Government, of the 
actual costs of medical and hospi~al care, 
with the fiscal agent receiving a fee or 
charge for administering the plan. As
suming that the cost of administration 
is reasonable, and the figure of 5 percent 
has been mentioned, the Government 
could finance this type of program 
cheaper than if the payments or pre
miums had to include elements attribu
table to risk and to reserves. 

The bill provides for a review and ad
justment of payments within 4 months 
after the end of the first year in which 
the plan operates, and for a report to 
the Armed Services Committees within 
90 days of this review and adjustment. 
These reports would serve to inform the 
Congress on the reliability of the cost 
estimates and the amount attributable 
to the cost of administration. 

As referred to the committee, the bill 
contained permissive authority for the 
Secretary of Defense to enter into a civil
ian medical-care plan for dependents 
other than spouses and children of 
active-duty personnel-parents and par
ents-in-law-for retired members and 
their dependents, and for dependent sur
vivors of deceased personnel. The cost 
estimates for providing civilian medical 
care to persons in these categories were 
somewhat high in relation to the num
bers involved because of the relatively 
higher ages of the retired members and 
dependents who would have been eligi
ble. The committee deleted this per
missive authority in the thought that a 
new program such as this should be 
started on a limited basis. If it proves 
workable and reasonable in cost as ap
plied to the spouses and children of ac
tive-duty personnel, consideration may 
be given at a later time to an extension of 
the program. This is surely not the last 
occasion for congressional interest in th·e 
dependent medical-care program and the 
committee was not inclined to grant at 
this time every authority that may con
ceivably be desirable at some time in the 
future, as a result of experience gained 
from the operation of the plan. 

Having discussed the principal new 
authority that this bill would grant, I 
now turn to the types of medical care 
that can be provided, and the persons 
eligible to receive this care, in medical 
facilities of the uniformed services. To
day, the military departments furnish 
medical care to dependents under 
authority of different laws. These statu
tory provisions are incomplete and, as a 
result, there are differences among the 
services in the type of dependent medi
cal care provided and in the dependents 
who are eligible to receive this care. De
pendents of members of the Coast 
Guard when it is operating as a service 
in the Treasury can secure medical 

·treatment only in facilities of the Pub-
lic Health Service. The second majo.r 
objective of the bill is to apply to all the 

services a common standard of depend
ent eligibility and the types of medical 
care authorized for dependents. The 
results of unification of the Armed 
Forces, fl.rst attempted in 1947, have been 
disappointing to many of us, but this · 
would be another step in that direction. 

Beyond the objective of achieving uni
formity among the services, the bill also 
contemplates interchangeability of the 
medical facilities of the Armed Forces 
and of the Public Health Service. 

Eligibility for care of dependents in 
service facilities would be established for 
wives and unmarried legitimate children 
under the age of 21. Also included are 
children over 21 who are incapable of 
self-support because of a physical or 
mental incapacity prior to reaching this 
age, and children under the age of 23 
who are full-time students. The chil
dren and the unremarried widows of de
ceased personnel would be eligible for 
care in service facilities. Comparable 
definitions are provided for dependents 
of women members of the services, ex
cept that a husband must be dependent 
on the member for over one-half of his 
support, and the unremarried widower of 
a deceased female member would be eligi
ble only if he were dependent upon her 
at the time of her death for over one
half of his support because of a mental 
incapacity. 

Parents and parents-in-law have been 
excluded by the committee from the 
definition of eligible dependents. All 
the services now extend care to parents 
who are in fact dependent on the mem
ber for more than one-half of their sup
port. The Army and the Air Force in
clude parents-in-law who are dependent 
on the member for more than one-half 
of their support, but the Navy does not. 
If parents are to be made eligible, it is 
difficult not to include parents-in-law, 
stepparents, and persons who stand in 
loco parentis to the member. In the 
realization that 95 percent of the de
pendents of active duty personnel are 
spouses and children, the committee has 
excluded parents from eligibility rather 
than to venture into these indistinct and 
questionable areas. 

For dependents to be eligible, the mem
ber must be on active duty or active duty 
for training under orders that do not 
specify a period of 30 days or less. The 
eligibility of dependents would terminate 
when the member is released to inactive 
duty. Dependents of persons who died 
while a member of a uniformed service, 
retired members, including those retired 
under title III of Public Law 810, 80th 
Congress, and their dependents, and de
pendents of persons who died while re
tired members would be eligible for med
ical care in service facilities. This eligi
bility, I should emphasize, depends upon 
the availability of the necessary space, 
facilities, and capabilities of the medical 
staff. 

Service hospitalization is prohibited for 
domiciliary care and for elective medical 
and surgical treatments. Hospitaliza
tion for chronic diseases and for nervous 
and mental disorders would be author
ized only in special cases of hardship for 
not to exceed 12 months. There is a gen
eral exclusion of the furnishing of pros
thetic devices, hearing aids, orthop~dic 

footwear, and spectacles, but exceptions 
may be made and these articles furn
ished at Government cost to persons out
side the continental limits of the United 
States and at remote stations within the 
United States where adequate civilian fa
cilities are not available. Home calls 
and ambulance service could be provided 
only in exceptional circumstances. Den
tal care for dependents is prohibited ex
cept in emergencies, as a necessary ad
junct to medical or surgical treatment, 
and outside the United States or in re
mote areas within the United States 
where adequate civilian dental services 
are not available. 

The limitations and exclusions I have 
just mentioned differ from current prac
tice in that the Army and the Air Force 
provide dental care to dependents gen
erally when this does not interfere with 
the dental care of persons on active duty, 
while for practical purposes the Navy 
provides no dental care for dependents. 
Another difference is that the Navy does 
not provide dependent care for nervous 
and mental disorders, nor does it pro
vide domiliciary care, while the Army 
and the Air Force are not prohibited 
from furnishing such care when the 
necessary facilities are available. Still 
another change is that dependents of 
Navy and Marine Corps personnel would 
for the first time be eligible for treat
ment of contagious diseases. 

One of the significant committee 
changes relates to the eligibility of per
sons retired under title III, Public Law 
810, 80th Congress, and their dependents 
for medical care from service facilities. 
This eligibility now exists in the Navy, 
but not in the Army or the Air Force. 
Considering the emphasis that is being 
placed on vitalizing the Reserve forces, 
the committee was reluctant to acquiesce 
in what the Reservists considered an in
vidious exclusion. Admittedly, this is 
an area in which it is hard to reach an 
equitable solution, since reservists re
tired under title III will have periods of 
active duty ranging from none to almost 
20 years. 

Eliminated from the bill was a pro
vision designed to place persons retired 
after having served on active duty for 
at least 30 years in a preferential status 
regarding their continued care in facil
ities of the uniformed services. The 
committee was not unsympathetic to the 
wishes of retired personnel to be hos
pitalized in facilities of the uniformed 
services instead of being transferred to 
other Federal hospitals under the control 
of the Veterans' Administration. How
ever, there was a reluctance to nullify 
existing Executive orders requiring per
sons retired for physical disability who 
require hospitalization for blindness, 
tuberculosis, and psychiatric disorders to 
be treated in facilities of the Veterans' 
Administration. The committee was 
advised that the Veterans' Administra
tion has special facilities for the treat
ment of these diseases and the Execu
tive orders on the subject seem not to 
be unreasonable. , 

The bill contains provisions requiring 
·transfers of funds between departments 
when members, retired members, or de
pendents, receive medical or dental care 
from facilities of a uniformed service 
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that is different from the one. of which 
the member, or the sponsor of the de
pendent receiving care, belongs. The re
imbursement is to be at rates established 
by the Bureau of the Budget to reflect 
the average cost of providing the care. 

Retired enlisted personnel of all the 
services would be provided subsistence 
without charge when hospitalized in 
service medical facilities. Retired en
listed personnel of the Navy and the 
Marine Corps now receive a subsistence 
allowance when they are hospitalized in 
a Federal facility. This allowance is 
set off against the. subsistence charge 
made against these retired persons when 
they are hospitalized. Retired enlisted 
personnel of the Army and the Air Force 
do not receive a subsistence allowance 
when hospitalized. To achieve uni
formity, the bill provides that retired 
enlisted personnel of all services shall 
not be charged for subsistence when 
hospitalized in a service medical facility 
and repeals the existing law that grants 
subsistence allowances to retired person
nel of the Navy and the Marine Corps 
when hospitalized. 

Thus far, I have dealt more with what 
the bill would do than with the reasons 
for its enactment. Only last month, the 
President transmitted to the Congress 
a let ter from the Secretary of Defense 
outlining major legislative proposals de
signed to improve military career in
centives. Enactment of these measures 
was urged to stop expensive turnover 
of manpower in the Armed Forces. This 
bill is one ref erred to specifically in the 
President's message. Included in the 
letter from the Secretary of Defense are 
statistics disclosing the extent of fringe 
benefits now being offered by private in
dustry. The statement is made that of 
industrial workers covered by some type 
of company sponsored health insurance 
plan, 70 percent of the covered workers 
are also offered health insurance for 
their dependents, and that for 38 percent 
of these, the employers assume the full 
cost for dependent. coverage. 

Mr. President, I am certain it is un
necessary for me to elaborate upon the 
importance of Congress taking every 
step possible to eliminate the great 
waste which is brought about by the ex
cessive turnover of military personnel: 
A cynic might comment, however, that 
if the savings which it was estimated 
would accrue from the bills· passed by 
Congress in recent years had · actually 
accrued, the Department of Defense 
would practically be operating at a 
profit, because bill after bill has been 
introduced with the statement that the 
turnover of personnel would be re
duced and thus there would be saved 
millions of dollars which it was neces
sary to spend in training replacements. 
Congress has enacted nearly every one 
of those bills, but the Military Establish
ment is not yet paying any dividends 
in the way of financial profit. 

Seriously, it is practically impossible 
to establish .a cause-to-effect relation
ship between the enactment of any one 
measure and a diminution of personnel 
losses. However, we are gratified to ob
serve that within recent months reenlist
ments have increased. The Department 
of Defense officials attribute a part, at 

least, of the credit to the career incen
tive measures passed by Congress with
in recent years. I fervently hope that 
the passage of the bill will not only elim
inate the inequities which have hereto
fore existed in furnishing medical care 
to the dependents of members of the 
Armed Forces, but that it will make a 
real contribution toward maintaining a 
more stable personnel structure. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr President, I com

mend the Senator from Georgia for his 
excellent presentation of the bill and 
also for his work as chairman of the 
committee on the preparation of the bill. 
The bill has far-reaching consequences. 
It will set many precedents. It is of 
major importance, of course, to the mem-. 
bers of the Armed Forces themselves. 

I think there is one thought which the 
chairman shares with all members of 
the committee, namely, that a large 
~mount of discretion is vested in the Sec
retary of Defense and the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. As a 
member of the Committee on Armed 
Services, I should like to ask the Sena
tor f ram Georgia if he does not agree 
with me that it is necessary to have a 
large amount of discretion vested in 
some Government agency in order to 
have the program operate successfully. 

In the exercise of such discretion, does 
not the Senator feel that the utmost 
care, deliberation, painstaking attention, 
and sound judgment will be necessary in 
order to have the bill operate within the 
framework of what was intended by the 
committee in reporting it? 

Mr. RUSSELL. As the Senator from 
Mississippi has well stated, this is one of 
the most unusual experiments to be con
ducted by the Government which has 
ever come to my attention, and I have 
been a Member of the Senate since the 
"100 days" of the Roosevelt administra
tion in 1933. It is an entirely new ven
ture into this field. It is, in effect, the 
Government undertaking to apply some
thing similar to the Blue Cross and the 
Blue Shield to the dependents of persons 
in the Armed Forces. 

It was impossible for the committee to 
write a detailed bill, which would have 
effectuated the purposes we had in mind, 
when there has been so little experience 
on which to predicate action. There
fore, it is absolutely necessary to vest 
ve:ry broad discretion in the Secretary of 
Defense. 

As the Senator from Mississippi well 
knows, the committee undertook to elicit 
from the spokesman of the Department 
of Defense statements as to how it was 
proposed to exercise this discretion. The 
committee had to leave the matter of the 
administration of the plan very largely 
to the discretion of the Secretary of De
fense, but we provided that periodic re
ports were to be made to the Congress-. 

The committee intends to keep in close 
touch with the operation of the program, 
so as to make certain that it is in no 
way abused and that it really accom
plishes the purpose we have in mind, 
namely, the making available of medical 
care to the 40 percent of the dependents 
of those serving in the Armed Forces who 

are not now receiving. it from service 
facilities. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
from Georgia for his additional remarks. 
I agree with him that we must emphasize 
the very grave responsibility which the 
Secretary of Defense and the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare carry 
under the operation of the bill. 

It is my opinion that within the bill 
there is the framework of what could 
lead to the socializing of the great medi
cal profession. I emphasize "could lead" 
to that. I do not believe the bill is in
tended to, or if soundly administered will, 
lead to that, or that the bill is a step in 
that direction. Nevertheless, it creates, 
as I see it, some possibilities which could 
be used as a leap in the direction of 
socialized medicine. 

Mr. RUSSELL. If the proposed law is 
administered as it has been outlined to 
us it will be, it cannot lead to socialized 
medicine any more than the Blue Cross 
or the Blue Shield do; but I must say 
there are some elements of discretion 
which if improperly exercised might 
point in that direction. 

Mr. STENNIS. That tends again to 
emphasize the importance of the sound, 
judicious use of the discretion vested in 
the two Secretaries. 

Mr. RUSSELL. And it also empha
sizes the responsibility of the Commit
tees on Armed · Services to keep in touch 
with the program, to make certain that 
no such thing occurs. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes; that is true, too. 
I thank the Sena tor from Georgia for 
yielding. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I wish 
to commend the distinguished Senator 
from Georgia for the very excellent 
speech he has made in support of the 
bill. I agree with him wholeheartedly. 
I think it will be very fine for the Armed 
Forces to have this kind of measure 
passed. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the distin
guished Senator from North Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
committee amendment will be stated. 

The amendment of the Committee on 
Armed Services was to strike out all 
after the enacting clause, and insert; 

That this act may be cited as the "Depend
ents' Medical Care Act." 

TITLE I 

SEC. 101. The purpose of this act is to 
create and maintain high morale through
out the uniformed services by providing an 
improved an d uniform program of medical 
care for members of the uniformed services 
a:nd their dependents. 

SEC. 102. (a) As used in this act--
(1) The term "uniformed services" means 

the Army, the Navy. the Air Force, the Ma
rine Corps, the Coast Guard, the Commis
sioned Corps of the Coast and Geodetic 
survey, and the Commissioned Corps of the 
Public Health Service. 

t2) The term "member of a uniformed 
service" means a person appointed, enlisted, 
inducted or called, ordered, or conscripted in 
a uniformed service who ls serving on active 
duty or active duty for training pursuant to 
a call or order that does not specify a period 
of 30 days or less. 

(3) The term ''retired member of a uni
formed service" means a me·mber or former 
m .ember of a uniformed service who ls en
titled to retired, retirement. or retainer pay 
or equivalent pay as a. result of service in a. 
uniformed service. 
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(4) The term "dependent" means any 

person who bears to a member or retired 
member of a uniformed service, or to a 
person who died while a member or retired 
member of a uniformed service, any of the 
following relationships-

(A) the lawful wife; 
(B) the unremarried widow; 
(C) the lawful husband, if he is in fact 

dependent on the member or retired member 
for over one-half of his support; 

(D) the unremarried widower, if he was 
in fact dependent upon the member or re
tired member at the time of her death for 
over one-half of his support because of a 
mental or physical incapacity; 

(E) an unmarried legitimate child (in
cluding an adopted child or stepchild), if 
such child has not passed his 21st birthday; or 

(F) an unmarried legitimate child (in
cluding an adopted child or stepchild) who 
(i) has passed his 21st birthday, if the child 
is incapable of self-support because of a 
mental or physical incapacity that existed 
prior to his reaching the age of 21 and is, or 
was at the time of the member's or retired 
member's death, in fact dependent on him 
for over one-half of his support, or (ii) has 
not passed his 23d birthday and is enrolled 
in a full-time .course of study in an institu
tion of higher learning as approved by the 
Secretary of Defense or the s .ecretary · of 
Health, Education, and Welfare and is, or 
was at the time of the member's or the re
tired member's death, in fact dependent on 
him for over one-half of his support. 

(b) Except as otherwise provided in this 
act, the Secretary of Defense shall administer 
this act for the Army, Navy, Air Force, and 
Marine Corps and for the Coast Guard when 
it is operating as a service in the Navy, and 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel
fare shall administer it for the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey and the Public Health Serv
ice, and for the Coast Guard when it is not 
operating as a service in the Navy. 

SEC. 103. (a) Whenever requested, medical 
care shall be given dependents of members 
of a uniformed service, and dependents of 
persons who died while a member of a uni
formed service, in medical facilities of the 
uniformed services subject to the availability 
of space, facilities, and the capabilities of 
the medical staff. Any determination-made 
by the medi-cal officer or con'tract surgeon in 
charge, or his designee, as to availability of 
space, facilities, and the capabilities of the 
medical staff, shall be conclusive. The med
ical care of such dependents provided for in 
medical facilities of the uniformed services 
shall in no way interfere with the primary 
mission of those facilities. . 

(b) In order to provide more effective 
utilization of medical facilities of the uni
formed services, the Secretary of Defense 
and the Secretary of Health, Educ-atiou, and 
Welfare shall jointly prescribe regulations to 
insure that dependents entitled to medical 
care in a medical fa.cility of a uniformed 
service under the provisions of this act shall 
not be denied equal opportunity for medical 
care because of the service affiliation of the 
service member. 

(c) The Secretary of Defense, after con
sultation with the Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare, shall establish fair 
charges for inpatient medical care given 
dependents in the facilities of the uniformed 
services, which charges shall be the same for 
all dependents. 

(d) As a restraint on excessive demands 
for medical care under this section, uniform 
minimal charges may be imposed for out
patient care but such charges shall be 
limited to such amounts, if any, as may be 
established by the Secretary of Defense after 
consultation with the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, under a special find
ing that such charges are necessary. 

(e) Any amounts that are received in pay
ment for subsistence and medical care ren
dered dependants in facilities of the uni-

formed services shall be deposited to the 
credit of the appropriation supporting the 
maintenance and operation of the facilities 
furnishing the care. 

( f) Medical care under this section shall 
be limited to the following: 

( 1) Diagnosis; 
(2) Treatment of acute medical and sur-

gical conditions; 
(3) Treatment of contagious diseases; 
( 4) Immunization; and 
( 5) Maternity and infant care. 
(g) (1) Hospitalization under this section 

is not authorized dependents for domiciliary 
care or elective medical and surgical treat
ments. 

(2) Hospitalization under this section is 
not authorized dependents with nervous and 
mental d isorders or chronic diseases, except 
that the Secretary of Defense, after consul
tation with the Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare, by regulation, may provide 
in special cases for hospitalization of not to 
exceed 12 months for dependents with such 
disorders or such diseases. 

(h) Dependents shall not be provided un
der this section-

( 1) prosthetic devices, hearing aids, ortho
pedic footwear, and spectacles, except that 
outside tlie continental limits of the United 
States and at remote stations within the 
continental limits of the United States where 
adequate civilian facilities are not available, 
those items, if available, from Government 
stocks, may be provided to dependents at 
prices representing invoice cost to the Gov
ernment; 

(2) ambulance service, except in acute 
emergency; . 

( 3) home calls, except in special cases 
where it is determined by the medical officer 
or contract surgeon in charge, or his desig
nee, to be medically necessary; 

( 4) dental care, except-
(A) emergency care to relieve pain and 

suffering but not to include any permanent 
restorative work or dental prosthesis; 

(B) care as a necessary adjunct to medical 
or surgical treatment; and 

(C) outside the continental limits of the 
United. States and in remote areas within the 
continental limits of the United States where 
adequate civilian dental facilities are not 
a'Vailable. 

TITLE U 

SEC. 201. (a) In order to assure the avail
ability of medical care for the spouses and 
children who are dependents of members of 
the uniformed services, the Secretary of De
fense, after consultation with the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, shall con
tract for medical care for such persons, pur
suant to the provisions of this title, under 
such insurance, medical service, or health 
plan or plans as he deems appropriate, which 
plan or plans shall not include more than 
the following: 

( 1) HospitaUzation in semiprivate accom
modations up to 365 days for each admission, 
including all necessary services and supplies 
furnished by the hospital during inpatient 
confinement; 

( 2) Medical and surgical care incident to a 
period of hospitalization; 

(3) Complete obstetrical and maternity 
service, including prenatal and postnatal 
care; 

( 4) Required services of a physician or 
surgeon prior to and following hospitaliza
tion for a bodily injury or for a surgical 
operation; 

(5) Diagnostic tests and procedures, in
cluding laboratory and X-ray examinations, 
accomplished or recommended by a physician 
incident to hospitalization. 

For each admission the plan shall also pro
vide for payment by the patient of hospital 
expenses incurred under paragraph ( 1) here
of either (1) $25 or (2) the charge estab
lished pursuan-t to section 103 (c) of this 

Act multiplied by the number of days hospi
talized, whichever is the greater. 

(b) The dependents covered under this 
section may elect to receive medical care un
der the terms of this act in either the facil
ities of a uniformed service under the condi
tions specified in title I of this act or in the 
facilities provided for under such insurance, 
medical service, or health plan or plans as 
may be provided by the authority contained 
in this section, except that the right to such 
election may be limited under regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary of Defense, after 
consultation with the Secretary of Health. 
Education, and Welfare, for such dependents 
residing in areas where the member con
cerned is assigned and where adequate medi
cal facilities of a uniformed service are avail
able for such dependents. 

SEC. 202. Any insurance, medical service, 
or health plan or plans which may be entered 
into by the Secretary of Defense with respect 
to medical care under the provisions of this 
act shall contain a provision for a review, 
and, if necessary, an adjustment of payments 
by the Secretary of Defense or Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare not later 
than 120 days after the first year the plan or 
plans have been in effect and each year there
after. Within 90 days after each such review. 
the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the 
Committee on Armed S3rvices of the Senate 
and of the House of Representatives a report 
covering the payments made during the year 
reviewed, including any adjustment thereof. 

SEC. 203. In order to effectuate the pur
poses of this title, the Secretary of Defense is 
authorized to establish insurance, medical 
service, and health plan advisory committees 
to advise, consult, and make recommenda
tions to the Secretary of Defense, provided 
that the Secretary issues regulations setting 
forth the scope, procedures, and activities of 
such committees. These committees shall 
consist of the Secretary of Defense or his 
designee, who shall be chairman, and such 
other pei:sons as the Secretary may appoint. 
Their members shall be, to the extent pos
sible, representative of insurance, medical 
service, and health plan or plans. and shall 
serve without compensation but may be al
lowed transportation and per diem ·in lieu of 
subsistence and other expenses. 

SEC. 204. The scope of medical care pro
vided under this title shall not exceed the 
maximum care provided under title I. 

TITLE m 
SEC. 301. (a) Medical and dental care in , 

any medical facility of the uniformed serv
ices shall, under regulations prescribed joint
ly by the Secretaries of Defense and Health, 
Education, and Welfare, be furnished to all 
persons on active duty or active duty for 
training in the uniformed services. 

(b) Medical and dental care in any medi
cal facility of the uniformed services may, 
under regulations prescribed jointly by the 
Secretaries of Defense and Health, Education, 
and Welfare, be furnished upon request and 
subject to the availability of space, facilities, 
and capabilities of the medical staff, to re
tired members of the uniformed services. 

( c) Medical care in any medical facility of 
the uniformed services may, under regula
tions prescribed jointly by the Secretaries of 
Defense and Health, Education, and Welfare, 
be furnished upon request and subject to the 
availability of space., facilities, and capabil
ities of the medical staff, to dependents of 
retired members of the uniformed services 
and dependents of persons who died while a 
retired member of a uniformed service, ex
cept that any such care furnished such de
pendents shall be limited to the care author
ized dependents of members of the uni
formed services under title I of this act. 

(d) When a person receives inpatient med
ical or dental care pursuant to the provisions 
of this act in a facility of a uniformed 
service that is not the service of which he is 
a member or retired member. or that is not 
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the service of the member or retired memb~r 
upon whom. he is dependent, the appropri
ation supporting the maintenance and oper
ation of the medical facility furnishing the 
medical care shall be reimbursed at rates 
established by the Bureau -of the Budget to 
reflect the average cost of providing such 
care. 

SEC. 302. Commissioned officers and war
rant officers, active and retired, shall pay an 
amount equal to the portion of the charge 
established under section 103 (c) of this act 
that is attributable to subsistence when hos
pitalized in a medical facility of a uniformed 
service. Retired enlisted personnel, includ
ing members of ·the Fleet Reserve and the 
Fleet Marine Corps Reserve, shall not be 
charged for subsistence when hospitalized in 
a medical facility of a uniformed service. 

SEC. 303. ' Where a person who is covered 
under an insurance, medical service, or 
health plan or plans, as provided in this act, 
requires hospitalization beyond the period of 
time provided under such plan or plans, if 
such hospitalization is authorized in medical 
facilities of a uniformed service, such person 
may be transferred to a medical facility of a 
uniformed service for the continuation of 
such hospitalization. Where movement to 
such medical facility is not feasible, the ex
penses for such additional hospitalization 
required by such person in a civilian facility 
are authorized to be paid, subject to such 
regulations as the Secretary of Defense after 
consultation with the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, may prescribe: 

SEC. 304. All determinations made under 
this act by the Secretary of Defense or the 
Secretary of Health, Educatio~. and Welfare 
with respect to dependency shall be con
clusive for all purposes and shall not be 
subject to review in any court or by any 
accounting officer of the Government, except 
for cases involvi"ng fraud or gross negligence. 
Such determinations may at any time be 
reconsidered or modified on the basis of new 
evidence or for other good cause. 

SEC. 305. There are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated such sums as may be neces
sary to carry out the provisions of this act. 

SEC. 306. The following laws and parts of 
laws are hereby repealed: 

(1) So much of the act of July 5, 1884 (ch. 
217, 23 Stat. 107), as is contained in the 
proviso under the heading "Medical Depart
men ts"; 

(2) The act of May 10, 1943 (ch. 95, 57 
Stat. 80), except section 4 of such act, and 
except that part of section 5 which relates 
to persons outside the naval service men
tioned in section 4 of such act; 

(3) Section 326 (b) of the Public Health 
Service Act, except as it relates to dependent · 
members of families of ships' officers and 
members of crews of vessels of the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey; 

· (4) Section 710 · (a) of the act of July 1, 
1944 (ch. 373, 58 Stat 714), as amended; 

( 5) Public Law 108, approved June 20, 
1949, to the extent it authorizes hospital 
benefits for dependents of members of ~e 
Reserve components of the Armed Forces; 

(6) Section 207 of the act of June 25, 1938 
( 52 Stat. 1180) . 

SEC. 307. This act shall become effective 6 
months after enactment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment reported by the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

bill is open to further amendment. 
· If there be no further amendment to 

be proposed, the question is on the en
grossment of the · amendment and the 
third reading of the bill 

The amendment was ordered to be en
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill (H·. R. 9429) was read the 
third and passed. 

FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
DEATH OF CARL SCHURZ 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent, because of a tem
porary affliction to my eyes, that a 
speech I have prepared be read by the 
clerk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I wish 

to call attention to the fact today, the 
14th of May, that half a century has 
passed since the death of Carl Schurz, 
who became an outstanding citizen of 
the United States. 

At the time of President Grant's ad
ministration he was a Member of the 
Senate and as such a member of the 
Foreign Relations Committee. There
fore, it seems altogether fitting and prop
er that today he should be honored in 
this Chamber. The life of Carl Schurz 
has been a source of inspiration to many 
Americans and, I may add, he has been 
a hero to me since early boyhood. 

Let us, for a moment, look back over 
the wide range of his life, his youth in 
Germany and the courageous part he 
took in the struggle for political free
dom and unity of the people over there. 
Let us then visualize his amazing career 
in this country. From an unknown im
migrant he rose, within 5 years, to be the 
unanimous choice of his party for the 
office of lieutenant governor of Wiscon
sin, losing the election by only a small 
margin of votes. 

Today, we also remember him as .an 
American Minister to Spain, as a major 
general of the Union Army and com
mander of the XI Corps in the Battle of 
Gettysburg, as a United States Senator 
from Missouri, as President Hayes' Sec
retary of the Interior, as an eminent 
editor and author, a sturdily independ
ent, public-spirited citizen, and an out
standing political leader. 

In the whole history of this Nation, 
there was perhaps no other man of for
eign birth so perfectly welded into the 

· life and fabric of his adopted country 
who played an equally important role. 

Some of Carl Schurz' keen observa
tions, though written many decades ago, 
are as timely today as if they were made 
just now. He was probably one of the 
first, in 1858, to perceive the greatness 
of Abraham Lincoln. In October 1864, 
when Lincoln's administration was se
verely criticized, and his reelection at 
the polls ·by no means certain, Carl 
Schurz wrote these words: 

I will make a prophecy which may perhaps 
sound strange at this moment. In 50 years, 
perhaps much sooner, Lincoln's· name will 
stand written upon the honor roll of the 
American Republic next to that of Washing
ton, and there it will remain for all time. 
The children of those who now disparage him 
will bless him. 

Carl Schurz was not born an English
speaking person. He did not learn our 
language in school, but acquired the 

knowledge of it in manhood. Yet he be
came a master of it as he made American 
political ideals his own ideals. Some 
passages of his speech, On True Ameri
ca:p.ism, delivered in 1859, nearly a cen
tury ago, still have a timely note when 
we think of the unfortunate peoples now 
enslaved by the Kremlin dictators and 
their satellite henchmen: .. 

America and Americanism-

Schurz spoke of his early experiences 
in Germany-
appeared to me as the last depositories of 
the hopes of all true friends of humanity. 
I say this to show you what America is to the 
thousands of thinking men in the Old World, 
who, depressed by the saddest experience, 
cling with their last remnant of confidence 
in human nature, to the last spot on earth 
where man is free to follow the road to at
tainable perfection, and where he acts on his 
own responsibility. 

Schurz then proceeded' to speak of the 
various elements making up the fabric 
of our Nation: 

The Anglo-Saxon establishes and main
tains his ascendancy, but without absolutely 
absorbing the other national elements. They 
modify each other, and their peculiar charac
teristics are to be blended together by the 
all-assimilating power of freedom. This is 
the origin of the American nationality, which 
did not spring from 1 family, 1 tribe, 1 coun
try, but incorporates the vigorous elements of 
all civilized nations on earth, 

The Anglo-Saxon, the leader in the practi
cal movement, with his spirit of independ
ehce, of daring enterprise and of indomitable 
perseverance; the German, the original lead
er of the movement of ideas, with his spirit 
of inquiry and his quiet and thoughtful ap
plication; the Celt with the impulsive vi
vacity of his race; the Frenchman, the Scan
dinavian, , the Scot, the Hollander, the 
Spaniard, and the Italian-all these peace
ably congregating and mingling together. 
Thus was founded the great colony of free 
humanity, which has the world for its mother 
country. 

Schurz ended his ringing appeal for 
true · Americanism-let the makers of 
Yalta and Potsdam take notice-with · 
these words: 

It is a matter of historical experience, that 
nothing that is wrong in principle can be 
right in practice. People are apt to delude 
themselves on that point; but the ultimate 
result will always prove the truth of the 
maxim. 

The logic of things and events cannot be 
turned and twisted by artificial arrangements 
and delusive settlements; it will go its own . 
way with the steady step of fate. 

Thus we mean to answer the anxious ques
tion of downtrodden humanity: "Has man 
the faculty to be free and to g_overn him
self?" The answer is a triumphant "Aye," 
thundering into the ears of despots of the O:i.d 
World that "a man is a man for all that"; 
proclaiming ·to the oppressed that they are 
held in subjection under false pretenses; 
cheering the hearts of the despondent friends 
of man with consolation and renewed con
fidence. This is true Americanism, clasp
ing mankind to its great heart. Under its 
banner we march; let the world follow. 

In order fully to appreciate these 
words, it should be realized that the 
speaker, Carl Schurz, was then an Amer
ican citizen of not yet 2 years standing, 
He was addressing in Boston's time-hon
ored Faneuil Hall an audience of dis
tinguished New Englanders, among 
whom were Henry Wadsworth Longfel-
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low and Oliver Wendell Holmes. It was 
to them that he expounded the meaning · 
of true Americanism. 

The life of Carl Schurz thus proves to 
all the world that this truly is ·a land 
of opportunity, This is a land of politi
cal opportunity, not for those who pre
serve their alien identity, and would wish · 
to scheme for aliens' aims, but for those 
who fully merge themselves into their 
adopted country and wholeheartedly 
dedicate themselves to the noble ideals 
guiding the course of this Nation of ours 
to an ever-greater role in the affairs of 
mankind. 

Mr. President, I ask, furthermore, 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD as a part of my remarks the 
English version of an a,rticle in com
memoration of . Carl Schurz, which has 
just been published in the Bonn weekly 
journal, Das Parlament. The article 
may indicate how closely the Germans 
are in unison with us in acclaiming the 
record of a, great political figure. The 
author, Dr. Richard Sallet, is a known 
scholar and outstanding student of 
~erican:-German relations. . 

There being no -objection, the state-· 
ment was ordered to ·be printed in the· 
RECORD, as follows: 
CARL SCHURZ, CHAMPION OF FREEDOM AND 

JUSTICE IN GERMANY AND THE UNITED 
STATES 

(By Richard Sallet,1 member of ·the Steuben
Schurz-Gesellschaft) 

Born, March 2, 1829, Liblar near Bonn; 
died, May 14, 1906, New York City. In com
memoration of the 50th anniversary of the 
death of the American statesman. 

There is a long line of distinguished 
Americans · of German ·birth, such as Peter 
Minnewit, who ·1n 1626 bought Manhattan 
Island for $24, and in 1638 established· the· 
Swedish colony in what is now Delaware, 
or John Peter Zenger, the New York printer, 
who· in 1735 fought the first successful battle 
for the freedom of the press, continuing with 
Theodore Frelinghuysen, Henry Melchior 
Muhlenberg, Baron van Steuben, John Jacob 
Astor, Francis Lieber, Ottmar Mergenthaler,, 

. and many others. Nohe of them, however, 
played as prominent a role in American pub
lic life as Carl Schurz. The happy nature. 
of a son of the Rhineland may have facili
tated his auspicious start in the United 
States; but it was: the intense urge for in
dividual and political freedom-an urge 
which should be emulated by Germans of, 
today-which rapidly letl him into politics in 
America as naturally as a duck takes to the 
pond. 

In his famous speech on True American
ism, delivered in April 1859 in Boston's tra
ditional Faneuil Hall, Schurz tells a touching 
incident, how as a small boy in his native vil
lage of Liblar he had watched in the dawn 
of a morn ing the covered wagon train of an 
emigrant family wending it s way along the 
ancient Roman military road to Cologne. 
They were p art of that wave of German 
emigrants to America among whom we re
m ember Gustave Koerner, later to become 
lieuten ant governor of Illinois. Then and 
there it was, Schurz told his audience, that 

1 Dr. Sallet has been following, in the 
United States, the career of Carl Schurz ·for 
m any years and knew some of his friends and 
disciples. He was graduated from Harvard, 
r eceived a doctorate from Konigsberg, taught 
government at Northwestern University, h ad 
later been in the German Foreign Service, 
and is the author of several volumes dealing 
with diplomacy, histo~y, and geography, 

the United States for the first time entered 
his mind, when he overheard one of the by
standers characterize it as "the country~ 
where a man can be himself." 

His brief career in Germany came to an 
abrupt and dramatic end. After an ele
mentary education in his father's village 
school in Liblar he· attended classes in the 
neighboring town o.f Bruehl and, then, the . 
gymnasium in Cologne after which he was 
admitted to Bonn University. Here the re
bellion of 1848 drew him into politics with 
an irresistible force. At the first students' 
meeting he snowed early oratorical talent. 
With his teacher, Gottfried Kinkel, a young 
assistant professor, he stood on the stair
ways of Bonn's city hall unfurling the black
red-gold flag of a Germany united in free
dom. But the people did not respond to his · 
call for a levy in mass and young Schurz, a 
few months later, had to "skip town." He 
joined insurgent troops in ·the defense of 
Rastatt, Baden, and when this last strong
hold of the revolutionaries fell, he escaped to 
Switzerland. Kinkel, his teacher, was ar
rested and imprisoned in Spandau. In the 
autumn of 1850, Schurz secretly returned to 
Germany and, in a most daring coup, got 
Kinkel out of prison and safely to Britain. 

There and in France, Schurz earned a 
livelihood working as · a newspaper corre
spondent. However, he was unable to adapt· 
himself to refugee -life -there. Doubtful of· 
an early p,olitical change in Germany, he de-· 
cided to migrate to America and, in 1852, 
landed in New York. The former student of 
classic languages acquired his first knowl
edge of English from a classic piece of Eng
lish political literature, the Letters of· 
Junius, which he translated and retranslated
checking his style. Thus, he himself became 
a master of this language. Frederic Ban
croft, who edited the six volumes of speeches, 
correspondence, and political papers of Carl 
~churz, called him "our American Burke," 
E!,nd stated that his mastery of English has 
perhaps never been and may never be sur
passed by any German beginning to learn· it 
after reaching manhood. · · 
. When in March 1854, Schurz for the -first· 
time visited the Nation's Capital, he was 
able to discuss with several Members of 
Congress the political affairs of Europe and, 
America. Again it became evident that poll-· 
tics was his field. "When I come in touch· 
with this atmosphere of political activity, 
I feel the old fire of 1848 running through
my veins as fresh and young as ever," he 
wrote his wife. "I feel that the true voca
tion of my life lies where my endeavor will
reach out to universal ·problems." One of 
those Congressmen meeting him again on 
the following day remarked: "Sir, you have 
a fair opening before you. You will have 
a future -in this country. I talked about
you with my friends . and we came· to the
conclusion that, if you settle in one of the 
new States, we will meet you in a few years. 
in this city, and then we shall listen to you 
in the Halls of Congress as you now listen 
to us." 

Schurz heeded the advice and moved to· 
Wisconsin, which· had been admitted to
statehoo<l 6 years before; settling in the vil
lage of Watertown. His clear perception of 
American life is shown in one of his very
first letters written from America: "If there 
should not be any brighter prospects, I shall· 
at once go into a legal career. Lawyers are 
the regular politicians of the people." In 
1858, he opened a law office in Milwaukee. 

From the very first day, Schurz clearly 
saw his future in the United States and 
dedicated himself wholeheartedly to the 
country of his choice. This was in contrast 
to Francis Lieber, Frederick Kapp and others 
who for many years could not rid them
selves of the idea of returning to the old 
country. Kapp abandoned a highly pros
perous New .York law practice, returned to 

Germany and was elected to the Reichstag.1 

"I love America," Schurz wrote in 1855 to 
Kinkel, "I am vitally interested in the things 
about me-they no longer seem strange. I 
find that the question of liberty is in its 
essence the same everywhere, however dif
ferent its form • • • My interest in the 
political contests of this country is so 
strong, so spontaneous, that I am pro
foundly stirred. More self-control is re
quired for me to keep aloof than to partici
pate in them." Schurz never went into any 
venture in a half-hearted way; after care
fully making up his mind he ·would then 
stand up and be counted. 

The time of 1856, just a century ago, was 
eventful for both Carl Schurz and his wife, 
Margarethe Meyer Schurz. This year marks . 
the 100th anniversary of the opening by Mrs. 
Schurz of the first American kindergarten 
in Watertown, Wis. Today, in the United 
States alone, tens- of thousands of kinder
garten classes are attended by the majority 
of American children of kindergarten age. 
The word has since been adopted by English
speaking people everywhere. Carl Schurz 
himself had been campaigning in 1856 for 
the presidential candidate of the newly 
founded Republican Party with such striking 
success that in the following year the Re
publican State convention unanimously 
nominated him for lieutenant governor. He, 
lost the election by an . eyelash, 107 votes,. 
and this 5 years after landing as an immi
grant in America. His speeches were widely 
printed and commented upon. Even in Min
nesota, then the frontier of white man's. 
settlement, his name became known in al
most every log cabin, and sturdy pioneers 
came from far afield -to listen to that tre
mendous Dutchman. Literary giants like. 
Longfellow and Holmes were impressed by 
the careful and accurate diction with which 
he expounded his thoughts in English. 

In 1860, Schurz headed the Wisconsin dele
gation to the Republican National Conven
tion, participated in drafting the platform, 
and cooperated in nominating Abraham Lin
coln. J•You are- an awful fellow. I under
stand your power now," said Lincoln to him 
when he listened to one of his speeches. 
After the Presidential inauguration, Lincoln 
appointed· Schurz, 32 years of age at the
time, to be American minister at Madrid. 
But the tour of duty in diplomacy was. an 
intermezzo. A strong sense of responsibility· 
for his adopted country drew him to the
battlelines of the raging Civil War. One' 
curious incident might be mentioned here: 
His Excellency the Honorable Carl Schurz. 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipo
tentiary of the United St ates near the Court 
of Her Royal Majesty the Queen of Spain, 
chose to return from Madrid via Hamburg. 
However, the warrant for his arrest still be-~ 
ing in the . files of many police stations in 
Prussia, the Berlin Minister for the Interior; 
Count Schwerin, found it necessary to issue 
urgent instructions that no objection should 
be raised to the passage of "the Schurz." 
(The most noble count did not concede to 
the American diplomat as much r.s the hum
ble appellation of "Mr.") 

Carl Schurz was appointed brigadier gen-· 
eral and went to the front. He was even
tually promoted major general, then the 
highest attainable United States Army rank. 
and in 1863 commanded with distinction the 
XI Corps in the Battle of Gettysburg. After 
the war he settled down in Washington and 
became correspondent . for the New York 
Tribune. The general's sword decorated a 
wall of his study while the children played 
with spurs and riding whip. A year later 
he edited the Detroit Post, and sometime 

2 His n ame ' is today remembered in Ger-' 
many chiefly through his New York born 
son who, in 1921, headed an ill-starred, 
putsch against the Reich.government. 
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thereafter joined his friend, Dr. Emil Prae
torius, in -publishing and editing the -West
liche Post, a Geri:p.an-language daily in St, 
Louis. The career of newspaperman with 
which · Schurz at one time or another was 
connected throughout his life f-ound a tem
porary end in 1869. So successful had he 
been campaigning, in the preceding presi- . 
dential election, for his old commander in 
chief, Ulysses S. Grant, that the Missouri 
Legislature after only 2 years of resid~nce 
in that State elected him to the Senate in 
Washington . 
. The office of United States Senator is the 

highest distinction which the American peo
ple can by elective choice confer upon a 
foreign-born naturalized citizen. When on 
March. 4, 1869, the 40-year-old Carl_ Schurz 
took his seat in the Senate Cb,amber he may 
well have remembered the words of that . 
Congressman at his first visit to the Nation's 
Capital 15 short years ago. Schurz was ap_
pointed to the Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee headed at the time by his friend, Sen
ator Charles Sumner. Though Schurz had 
been in 1868 a temporary chairman oi: the Re
publican National Convention which nomi
nated General Grant it did not mean that 
he was now willing to follow automatically 
the President's policies. Quite to the con
trary; during his 6 years in the Senate, 
Schurz persistently fought the principal leg
islative measures of the Grant administra
tion. When at the next presidential election 
in 1872 the Republicans renominated Grant, 
Schurz . and other progressives org!lnized a 
Liberal Republican Party and nominated as 
their candidate Horace Greeley.a 

In the Hayes-Tilden campaign of 1876 
Schurz supported the Republican candidate. 
After ·his election Hayes invited Schurz to 
join his cabinet as Secretary of the In
terior. It was in this office that he ach ieved 
an outstanding record. Schurz brought 
about an improvement ~n the condition of 
the colored population; he saw to it that 
restitution was made for the wrong done 
the Ponca Indiaris of Dakota and that an 
end _was · pl.,lt to explottation . of the Indian 
population; that the great forest reserve 
was protected against exhaustion and fi rst 
steps were taken toward the exemplary 
American forestry service of today. He also 
laid the basis for the n ational parks which 
as preserves of nature are now being ad
mired the world over; and he brought about, 
in his Department of the Interior, a civil
service reform that became a model reform 
for all Federal offices. (In later years he 
presided over the Civil Service Reform 
League.) Though Schurz achieved this rec
ord as a Cabinet member in a Republican 
administration it is characteristic of his 
thoroughly independent thinking that in the 
presidential campaigns of 1884, 1888, and 
1892 he threw the whole weight of h is in
fluence in the balance for the Democratic 
candidate, Grover Cleveland, whose fight 
for integrity in administration has been his 
mark in history. 

Returning to private life and the news
paper profession Schurz for several years 
was editor in chief and copublisher of the 
New Yol'k Post and for 6 years an editorial 
writer for Harper's Weekly. For 4 years ·he 
represented as general agent the Hamburg
American Line. He also distinguished him
self as an author. In the biographical se
ries on American statesmen, Houghton Mif
flin & Co. in 1887 published his two voiumes 
on the Life of Henry Clay.~ In its edition 

3 Horace Greeley found among the German 
element many admirers. The father of the 
later Reich bank president, then living in 
the United States, named his son in honor 
of the great American editor, Hjalmar Hor
ace Greeley Schacht. 

• Henry Clay is the great-granduncle of 
Gen. Lucius DuBignon Clay, lately head of 
the American Military Government in Ger
many. 

of June 1891, the Atlantic Monthly published 
his 30-page essay on Abraham Lincoln, a 
:review of the big Lincoln biography of J. G. 
Nicolay and John Hay.5 This book review, 
separately printed, went through numerous 
editions--the latest in 1920 with a :foreword 
by Calvin Coolidge, the later President
and is still considered by American histori
ans to be the best essay on Lincoln. 

In the presidential campaign of . 1896, 
Schurz once more favored the Republican 
candidate, William McKinley, and warned 
against unsafe currency plans of the Demo
cratic candidate, William J. Bryan. When 
McKinley was · elected plans were soon afoot 
to have Schurz join his Cabinet. It was at 
this point that Schurz gave an example of his 
uncompromising sincerity in public life-a 
principal note of his character: In a public 
letter he requested that under no circum.: 
stances be he considered for a place in the 
Cabinet. The writer suggests to project this 
occurrence upon· our own West German polit
ical institutions to realize how far we are 
from having reached this high level.6 When 
in 1900 McKinley was renominated, Schurz 
this time came out in favor of the Democratic 
candidate, Bryan, because conscience de
manded that he oppose the imperialistic 
trend of his own party; he remained true to 
his ideal. Opposing the rising imperialistic 
trend, a chapter in American history which 
ended about the first decade of this century, 
filled a major part of his later years. While a 
Senator Schurz had successfully opposed 
Grant's intention to annex Santo Domingo 
and had later on fought every attempt-more 
correctly; temptation-to extend the do
main of the United States over Cuba and 
other Central American countries. Adding 
tropical lands with a racially different popu
lation he regarded as dangerous to his ideal 
of freedom. 

His political maxim was a sentence t!:1-ken 
from the famous utterance of Stephen De
catur, "Our country, right or wrong!"
which Schurz h ad amended in his own char
acteristic way: "If ·right to be kept right; 
if wrong to be set r ight." Verily, this ' is a 
truly democratic way of thinking. Shortly 
before his death Schurz urged the then young 
Governor of Wisconsin, Robert M. La Follette, 
a sturdy independent, to go to the Senate in 
Washington. The latter has in some respects 
been a disciple of Schurz. 

Viewing, in retrospect, the long career of 
this one-time rebel of 1848, the question may 
be r aised: Does Carl Schurz still have a mes
sage for the present-day generation? The 
writer would draw the att ention to three 
aspects of his life. Firstly, his conduct as a 
citizen. Schurz was an exemplary politician 
in the best meaning of that word. Never 
would he for political advantage compromise 
his principles of right and justice, but would 
r ather choose to go the thorny p ath of oppo
sition. Secondly, and this may be especially 
appropriate after 10 years of United States 
occupation rule in Germany, his opinion of 
the American people merits the attention of 
every interested German. In a letter to a 
fraternity brother of student days in Bonn 
he wrote: "Here in the United States you see 
humanity as it is with all its obvious short
comings and all its hidden virtues. The 
former should not frighten you away from 
the effort to realize the latter. Only thus 
will you understand one another." 

His views about the purpose of the German 
element in the United States is most note7 
worthy. How much confusion and tragic 
damage ·would have been averted had people 

1 The two former private secretaries to the 
martyred President. John Hay became later 
well-known as Secretary of State. 

6 A few years before, a group of New York 
German-Americans. having learned of the 
difficult financial situation of Carl Schurz, 
subscribed to a fund of $100,000; but Schurz 
p rotested and refused to accept the gift. 

in later years paid close attention to it: 
"The so-called mission of German'dom in 
America of which some people make so many 
words can consist only of a modification by 
the German way of the American way of 
thinking, while the two nationalities merge." 
On the position of the United States in a 
future world Schurz wrote in 1863 to this 
same fraternity brother these prophetic 
words: "In this Nation, the sum, the amal
g_am of all civilized nations there is a Titanic 
strength which will draw humanity forward 
like a giant locomotive. Old Europe is going 
to feel its power." 

And, ·lastly, his observations on the rela
tionship between the United States and 
Germany: About 100 years ago, not yet 3 
years a,fter his landing in New York, we read 
in a letter of the 26-year-old to his teacher · 
and friend, Gottfried Kinkel: "It is my be
lief that the future interests of America and 
Germany are closely interwoven. The two 
countries will be natural aliies. • • • How
ever different the two nations may be in 
character, they will have the same oppo
nents; and that will compel them to have a 
correEponding foreign policy. American in
fluence in Europe will be based on Germany, 
and Germany's world position will depend 
essentially on the success of America. Ger
many is the only power in Europe whose in
terests will not conflict with those of Amer
ica, and America is the only power in the 
civilized world that would not be jealous of 
a strong, united Germany • • • the Ger
mans will become convinced of it as soon 
as they consider a national foreign policy." 
The letter, dated March 25, 1855, could a.1-
most have been written a century later. 

Since the Venezuelan crisis had, like a 
sudden lightening in the dark, thrown 
American-German relations into sharp re
lief, the elderly Schurz contemplated about 
it on v.arious occasions. On February 5, 1903, 
at a time when the reorientation of American 
policy toward Europe was in process, he 
answered an inquiry about the possibility . 
of a war against Germany: "A war between 
the Unit·ed States and Germany would be 

. so awful, so incalculable a calamity that 
only the most absolute and evident necessity 
could serve as an excuse for it. • • • In 
fact, there is no real question of ·difference 
between the two countries important enough 
to disturb their ancient friendship. A war 
between them would therefore not only be 
criminal, but idiotic." 

While at the conference of the Great 
Powers in Algeciras the United States was 
about to take positi.on against Germany, 
Carl Schurz in one of his very last letters, 
dated April 8, 1906, wrote: "It is a matter of 
course that every proper effort to guard 
against any disturbance of the existing peace
able and friendly relations . between the 
United States and Germany has my sincerest 
and warmest sympathy. The friendship be-. 
tween the United States and Germany is as 
old as this Republic itself. It has remained 
unbroken because it was demanded by all 
considerations of interest, of civilization and 
of international good will. And it is as mucp 
so today as ever before. There is between the 
two nations not the slightest occasion for 
discord. To provoke such a discord without 
the most imperative cause would be a crime 
as well as an absurdity. I am well aware 
that here as well as abroad voices are some
times heard which represent as probable such 
a discord and even an armed conflict be
tween the two nations. I do not hesitate to 
say that whoever wishes a war without the 
most commanding necessity belongs to an 
era· of barbarism but not to the civilized so
ciety of this century." 

In spite of the reassuring words to the 
addressee there is in this letter an underly
ing note of apprehension-so well justified 
since the Venezuelan affair-that the two 

. nations were parting ways and that a critical 
period lay ahead for American-German re
lations which, a half century before, the 
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young immigrant ·had so uncannily fore
cast. Five weeks later, Schurz fought his 
ultimate battle. "It is so easy to die," were 
his last spoken words. 

Fifty years ·have passed since. They were 
filled with mounting political enmity, two 
bloody wars, crushing defeats of Germany, 
endless misery, and now· a new beginning. 
And, again, "voices are sometimes hear~" · 
arguing that the relations between the two 
nations may once more become problem
atical. Are we to share the last worries of 
the great man? After a few brief years of 
pursuing a common goal, are we again moving 
toward a critical phase? This writer shares, 
and opts for, the conception of young Carl 
Schurz in March, 1855. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, today, 
in the city of Bonn, West Germany, a 
bust of our American statesman, Ca-rl 
Schurz, is being unveiled on the grounds 
of the university. Bonn had been the 
scene of his first political activities when, 
in· the turbulent year of 1848, he had 
been a student at its university. The 
bust of Carl Schurz is to remind young 
Germans of this and coming generations 
of their obligation to live up to his in
spiring example. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to submit a resolution by conveying 
friendly greetings to the Bundestag of 
the West German Federal Republic upon 
the unveiling of this monument in honor 
of Carl Schurz, and I ask that it be 
appropriately ref erred. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the resolution will be re
ceived and appropriately ref erred. 

The resolution (S. Res. 263) was re
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Re
lations, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Senate hereby conveys 
friendly greetings to the Bundestag of the 
West German Federal Republic on the oc
casion of the unveiling of a bust on the 
campus of the University of Bonn in honor 
of Carl Schurz. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield to the Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I wish to associate 
myself with the remarks of the distin
guished senior Senator from North Da
kota. I knew Carl Schurz as a boy and 
a young man. He was an intimate 
friend of my father, and I went to school 
with some of his sons. He was a man 
who had won the respect of the Ameri
can people, both because of his service 
in the war,· as a leader of the military 
forces, and also as a man of peace, who 
helped to build up the growing country 
and played a great role in bringing pros
perity, security, and peace to our Nation. 

I am very glad, indeed, that the senior 
Senator from North Dakota has given 
expression to his admiration, in which I 
share, for this man and has recom
mended the observance of the 50th an
niversary of his death. 

Mr. LANGER. I thank the junior 
Senator from New York. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I have 
the floor. I shall not yield for that pur
pose. 

ANALYSIS OF THE MIDDLE EAST 
SITUATION 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, at this 
point will the Senator from North Da
kota yield to :rne? 

Mr. LANGER. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator 
from North Dakota; this is another ex
ample of the very great courtesy he 
always extends, not only to the Senator 
from Oregon, but to all his colleagues 
in the Senate. I would not -request the 
Senator from North Dakota to yield to 
me at this time, except for the fact that 
I have some Senate business off the iloor 
to which I must proceed at once. 

Mr. President, I have the habit of 
accumulating in my office material which 
periodically I seek to introduce into the 
RECORD. At this time I shall request 
consent to have several such items 
printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, I have received a very 
penetrating and keen analysis of the 
Middle East situation, by a constituent 
of mine, Mr. Fred E. Taylor, who live~ 
at Lincoln Beach, Oreg. He has traveled 
extensively in the Middle East, and he 
has written me a letter setting forth 
his observations. I wish to say I believe 
they constitute one of the best discussions 
of the Middle East problems that I have 
read in recent months. He is critical of 
American foreign policy in the Middle 
East and, certainly, there is much about 
our foreign policy in the Middle East that 
should be criticized. ! happen to hold 
to the point of view that in the Middle 
East we are selling freedom short, and 
it is going to plague us, as will be seen 
when the history of this particular pe
riod is written. 

I ask unanimous consent to have Mr. 
Taylor's letter printed at this point in 
the body of the RECORD, in connection 
with my remarks. His letter gives an 
analysis which I hope each Senator will 
read. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

LINCOLN BEACH, OREG., 
April 10, 1956. 

Senator WAYNE l\!ORSE, 
United States Senate Offices, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR MORSE: This letter is the 

substance of one sent the President's office 
in which I expressed my personal confusion 
and the deep concern of myself and many 
others over our policy in that portion of 
the globe long known as "a low pressure 
area of international storms," the Near and 
Middle East. 

We cannot understand the spirit that 
would nurture potential democracies and 
friendly nations as we do on one hand and 
on the other seemingly disregard the one 
bastion of free people in that section of the 
world. In recent years I visited over 21 
different countries. This does not qualify 
me as an authority, however, my study of 
these lands, extending over many years, to
gether with my visit tags Israel as one of 
the relatively few countries where you ac
tually see democracy at work-where even 
their bitter enemies, the Arabs, are given 
the right to vote and hold office, and they 
do. At the end of October 1955, there wer~ 
198,000 non-Jews (mostly Arabs) in Israel 
out of its population of 1,774,000. 

On the other hand I talked to many in 
isolated places where, particularly the Brit-

ish were subsidizing and training Arab forces 
to fight Israel, much to the disgust and 
distrust of some of the British officers. The 
chickens are now coming home to roost. 
We delighted in our visit to the Arab lands 
and learned to think much of these sons of 
Ishmael, who have willingly, · and according 
to the will of Allah, lived under centuries 
of oppressive rule, but I deeply regret our 
position of courting their feudal lords for 
their grimy oil dollars. Certainly our posi
tion is not morally sound and I doubt its 
economic stability over a long-term period. 

I suggest that there are far more people 
than you may think who are much dis
turbed with the position we hold but who, 
like myself, hesitate to join the critics of 
any administration because of the tiresome 
and inconsistent bickering of political lead
ers. I say this as a registered Democrat for 
40 years. This is my first personal letter 
to our national leaders in my 61 years of 
life, or to the newspapers, and trust my 
letter is clear enough as to not distort my 
motives. 

No doubt the President and the Secretary 
of State have taken into consideration many 
important matters before making such se
rious decisions-no doubt among them are: 

1. The Balfour declaration and its repu
diation by the white paper. 

2. The, assassination of millions of Jews 
in Europe as the world looked on. 

3. The Jewish return to . what seemed to 
be the only place of reasonable refuge, Pal
estine. 

4. The Arabs were more than willing to 
sell their properties in Palestine at blood
sucking prices of six times their values until 
the ambitious Jew changed" the very face 
of the land-then he became jealous even 
though he was, by association with the new 
prosperity, in a much improved state. In 
their own sections the Arab continues to 
live in his traditional way-living standards 
of 2000 B. C. 

5. The suffering Arabs excluded from Pal
estine were deluded by their Arab masters 
and forced into a position where they now 
suffer from what, in other similar cases, we 
dismiss so easily as "the fortunes of war." 
I have in my possession .photostatic copies 
of official British documents which report 
that the Jews implored the Arabs during their 
exodus in 1948 to not leave their homes or 
their properties. 

6. The number originally excluded or who 
left Palestine of their own choice is far less 
than that so carelessly published today by 
the Arabs who, in this ca.se, do not show 
the traditional hatred of census taking, 
which heretofore included only tne able
bodied men of fighting strength. Naturally, 
the increase since the exodus is great. What 
have the Arab leaders done for their unfor
tunate brothers? 

7. The drums of the Arab leaders still 
beat the never-ending refrain, "We will never 
make peace with the Jews." "We shall never 
rest until they are driven into the sea and 
exterminated." Need we name names and 
dates? 

8. I know that you are also aware of the 
thousands of "unauthorized attacks" on the 
part of the Arabs who deny any responsi
bility for these vicious raids on I i:rael vil
lages and homes. You also know of the, over
whelming proofs that these raids are actually 
planned by Arab authorities and that unbe
lievable human tolerance and restraint has 
been shown by Israel authorities. We also 
know that some of the relatively few retali
tory raids on the part of the Jews have been 
both official and unofficial, but just how 
much can a human twig be bent before 
breaking? _ . 

9. We also know that you are aware that 
Israel is an isolated island surrounded by a 
sea of enemies on a land area of 1,692,423 
square miles against that of only 8,084 square 
miles in Israel. The 43,905,000 in the Aral;> 
League of Nations have ample room for their 
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traditional roaming propensities, while the 
1,500,000 Jews in Israel must live by scien
tific and intensive use of their lands. Who 
would deny this people a. small parcel of 
land which is traditionally theirs and legally 
theirs by right of purchase and defensive 
conquest after having been driven out of 
their own homes from country to country 
during the centuries, merely because they 
are guilty of being Jews? Where is our 
boasted tolerance of all races, colors and 
creeds? Of course, I may not like some of 
the Jewish traits but I doubt if he is en
thusiastic about some of mine. 

Would our Nation, with its reputation for 
humane policies then say (as reported in 
the papers): "We are committed to a bal
ance in power among these nations." "We 
can't give them arms unless we give arms to 
the Arabs also." "We don't want to start 
an arms race." Would we be guilty of the 
annihilation of the little nation of Israel by 
allowing other nations to arm the huge Arab 
nations and let Israel rot on the vine as we 
seem to be doing? Certainly the army of 
250,000 (one-sixth of its total population) 
ascribed to Israel cannot be taken too seri
ously when we ·consider their precarious posi
tion and the 43,000,000 hostile Arabs sur
rounding them. We could furnish "too little 
too late," to a seriously outnumbered nation. 

Although this may not be subscribed to by 
e ither the Jew, the Arab or the Gentile, as a 
whole, it would not be amiss if our leaders 
would recall that the Bible has something to 
say about these problems and if they would 
follow its record of the Jew and the Arab. 
There are still a few people who believe that 
their future states are found in that record. 
Need I quote the portions? Do you not value 
the scholarly appraisal of the once desolate 
land of Palestine and its Arab-Jewish prob
lem by our noted government soils author
ity, Walter Clay Lowdermilk, in his "Pales
tine-Land of Promise," or Justice William 
0. Douglas' "Lifting the Yoke of Feudalism." 

I am sure you realize the concern we have 
for what may be a too modern approach to 
this age-old Arab-Jewish problem or its over 
simplification. Many people do not realize 
that the Arab, as an Oriental, actually thinks 
and acts contrary to an Occidental. I doubt 
1f Nasser considers himself inconsistent, at 
least not according to Oriental standards. 
A neutral authority on Orientalisms is hard 
to find but he would be invaluable at a time 
like this. Ben Gurion and others who have 
dealt successfully with the Arabs by daily 
contact for so long really understand the 
Arabs and can get along with them providing 
there is .no outside interference or exploita-: 
tion by their feudal leaders. I wish that 
space would allow some illustrations. . 

In dealing with this deep-rooted problem 
of ancient origin, I hope our leaders will 
make a reappraisal of their stand and en
deavor to reach a reasonable but firm solu
tion. Temporary measures will surely result 
1n continued tragedies for new generati0ns. 

Sincerely, 
FRED E. TAYLOR, 

GREAT LAKES BULK CARGO 
VESSELS 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate proceed to the consid
eration of Calendar No. 1896, Senate bill 
3108. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the information 
of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK . . A bill (S. 3108) to 
encourage the construction of modern 
Great Lakes bulk cargo vessels. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Nevada. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill. 

THE COMMUNIST CONSPIRACY 
AGAINST PRIVATE PROPERTY 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk the text of a speech I wish 
to make; and because of the temporary 
affliction to my eyes, I ask unanimous 
consent that the speech be read by the 
clerk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. NEU
BERGER in the chair). Is there objection 
to the request of the Senator from North 
Dakota? The Chair hears none, and the 
clerk will read as requested. 

The Chief Clerk read as fallows: 
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, on Feb

ruary 1, I presented to the Senate a de
tailed account of the operations of the 
Moscow directed Communist conspiracy 
to undermine ·the ·principle of the sanc
tity of private property throughout the 
world, and especially in the United· 
States, by promulgating legislation con
fiscating the private property in the 
United States of civilians of the coun
tries with which we were formerly at 
war. All directed by and carried out by 
traitor Harry Dexter White, top Commu
nist agent, his associates, and fellow 
travelers. 

One of the purposes of that speech was 
to call attention to a :flagrant violation 
of one of our basic principles which we 
heretofore had always observed, and also 
to demand justice for the victims of this 
outrage resulting from this Communist 
conspiracy. Another was to tear away 
the misunderstanding, confusion, and 
lies deliberately fostered by the Com
munists to make the· world believe that 
two American Presidents, Franklin D: 
Roosevelt and Harry S. Truman, had 
with full knowledge abandoned Ameri
can prmciples of the inviolability of pri
vate property -against confiscation and 
instead had adopted basic Communist 
policy that there is nothing sacred about 
private property. 
RELUCTANCE OF THE PREss · TO' PUBLISH THE 

FACTS 

.I had hoped the subject concerning so 
vital a matter as justice and honor, ·both 
to President Roosevelt and President 
Truman and the victims of this con
spiracy, that it would receive the widest 
attention in the press. I was disap..; 
pointed in part. The chief comments 
from the major press services dwelt prin.;. 
cipally on the · fact that the speech was 
read for me and was 80,000 words long. 
It seems appropriate therefore that I 
explain why it was read and why this 
occurs now. 

The Lord has visited me with an afflic
tion upon my sight. I am told that it 
is temporary, but even so, now I find it 
difficult to read in the conditions under 
which a speech is made. I have been 
told to spare my eyes as much as possible 
and I therefore ask-your kind indulgence 
in that; on extended talks, my statements 
must be read for me by another. 

I find, however, that the limitations of 
physical sight have served to sharpen 
the more important sight which must be 
had to see what is important and what 
must be done if principle and justice are 

to survive in the world. Hence, my pres ... 
ent physical affliction may well be a bless
ing which the Lord has given me. 

RESPONSE FROM CITIZENS 

In view of the limited attention which 
the press and particularly the press in 
the eastern part of the United States saw 
fit to give to my remarks made on Febru
ary 1, I have been amazed at the re
sponse to my speech. I have received 
many letters from distinguished Ameri
cans who are gravely concerned with 
these departures from American prin
ciples that I described. I have been 
commended by men who have been at 
tne forefront in exposing and fighting 
the Communist conspiracy not only for 
years but for decades--Republicans and 
Democrats alike-who never believed 
that any President of the United States 
would deliberately and with full knowl
edge become a part of the Communist 
conspiracy by deliberately promoting 
spies and traitors-a charge which every 
American must not only reject but must 
deeply regret. 

I have had countless more letters from 
these solid Americans who see confisca
tion of private property, the taking. of 
estates, trusts, copyrights, patents, bank 
accounts, real property, shares in private 
businesses, as morally wrong and who re
sent any action which makes their gov
ernment a party to wrong doing. I 
have even received some letters from 
abroad from people who appreciate that 
it is adherence to moral principle that is 
the difference between the free world 
and the Communist world of slavery. I 
received not one letter from anyone who 
disagreed with my statement that the 
basic difference between governments of 
the free world and Communist controlled 
governments lies principally in one thing, 
namely, that in the free world the gov
ernments are dedicated to the principle 
of the inviolability of private property 
rights as the foundation stone of per
sonal freedom and their governments are 
designed to create and protect equality 
of opportunity and a better life for all 
under the free enterprise system. Com
inunist governments are dedicated to the 
tjestruction of all private property rights, 
and consequently, all freedom, for Karl 
Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Stalin . all 
taught that communism ·cannot succeed 
nor could the Communist Party dictator~ 
ship continue to hold power as long as 
the means of production are owned by 
individuals, and I?-OW Khrushchev 
preaches the same doctrine. 

To all these people, students, prof es• 
sors, judges, diplomats, Congressmen, 
Senators, businessmen, and citizens who 
have responded to my speech, I give my 
deep and heartfelt thanks. My voice 
may be a voice coming out of the dark
ness, it may be a voice that is not re
peated on broadcasts, but I have in these 
countless letters .the proof that the truth 
I sought to sprea~ does get through. 
• WITNESSES ARE COMING FORWARD WITH THE 

FACTS 

I am deeply moved by the number of 
truly patriotic men and women, in and 
out of Government service, some asso
.ciated with these confiscated businesses 
run by the Office of Alien Property, De-
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partment of Justice, who since my speech 
on February 1 have come forward to 
supply the remaining few links that are 
missing in this worldwide conspiracy 
and who confirmed all I said in that 
speech. I said patriotic men and women 
because as the subcommittee of the Sen
ate Judiciary Committee in its report on 
Interlocking Subversion in Government 
Departments just released says in its 
foreword on page VI: 

Witnesses are few, and often loath to defy 
the physical and ideological victimization 
with which the Communists deal with so
called informers. 

I quote further: 
Hence it is necessary to piece together 

every fragment of information with the most 
painstaking care in order to arrive at a con
ception of the nature of the enemy's appara
tus in our midst. 

I say to these men arid women who 
have not yet come forward to have rto 
fear but to come forward and tell me, or 
any Senator, Republican or Democrat of 
either the Senate Subcommittee Investi
gating Interlocking Subversion in Gov
ernment Departments or the Senate 
Subcommittee Investigating the Com
munist Confiscation Policy under the 
Trading With the Enemy Act, what they 
know, and I assure them their disclosures 
will be held in confidence. 

private property rights throughout the 
world, thus laying the foundation for the 
spread of communism throughout the 
world as we have witnessed. - . 

THE FRAUDULENT DOCUMENT IN THE BOOK 
GERMANY IS OUR. PROBLEM 

In my speech of February 1, I said 
that Communist conspirator, Harry 
Dexter White ·and his Communist asso
ciates and fellow travelers deceived the 
American people and President Truman 
into believing that President Roosevelt 
and Winston Churchill had actually ap
proved the confiscation of all German 
private assets throughout the world 
when they initialed a document at the 
second Quebec Conference on September 
11, 1944. ! _charged that the photostatic 
reproduction of the Morgenthau plan as 
it appeared in Morgenthau's book Ger
many Is our Problem which was ad
mittedly written by Harry Dexter White 
and which was published only a few 
months after President · Roosevelt's 
death, was fraudulent because it includ
ed paragraph E providing for the con
fiscation of all German private assets 
throughout the world, and that this 
fraudulent reproduction implied that 
that document was signed by Winston 
Churchili and President Roosevelt with 
that provision in it. I charged that Win
ston Churchill and President Roosevelt 
never signed a document providing for 

I FffiST EXPOSED HARRY DEXTER WHITE 

The report of the Subcommittee of the 
Senate ·Judiciary Investigating Subver
sion in Government Departments con
firms everything I said about that mas
ter conspirator, Harry Dexter White, and 
names his closest associates who took 
part in this confiscation program. May 

-worldwide confiscation of private prop
erty of German civilians but that the 
Communists deliberately made it look as 
if they did. 

I recall that more than 2 years before 
the Attorney General, .Mr. Herbert 
Brownell, exposed Harry Dexter White 
in a speech at Chicago on November 6, 
1953, I had charged that Harry Dexter 
White was the top Communist agent in 
the United States, in speeches I made 
on this Senate floor which appeared in 
'the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on January 
29, 1951, and again on February 5, 1951. 

Yes, my speech of February 1 was 80,-
000 words long, but for the first time the 
entire conspiracy was laid bare, fully 
documented and fully proven. 

It took 80,000 words to present the 
facts in chronological order from the 
time of the birth of the Communist pol
:icy in Moscow, based upon the teachings 
of Marx and Lenin to drive from the 
minds of men that there is anything 
sacred about private property until its 
:final fruition, namely, confiscation, 
brought about by the lies, trickery, and 
deceit of traitors. And these lies involved 
two Presidents of the United States-
Franklin D. Roosevelt and Harry S. Tru
man. Now it is proven that these two 
Presidents were betrayed by friends and 
neighbors in whom they had every right 
to have confidence. Ever since the end 
of World War Ii the Communists and . 
fellow travelers and even some capitalist 
pirates who want to hold onto these 
stolen properties for their own gain, have 
made it appear that President Roosevelt . 
inaugurated and President Truman car- 'l 

ried out Moscow's policy for destroying 

Fortunately, in the release of the sec
ond Yalta papers in December of 1955, 
there was included an unusual docu
ment. I say unsusal since it did not 
refer to Yalta at all, but referred to the 
Second Quebec Conference. This docu
ment was the memo made by Harry Dex
ter White for his chief, Henry Morgen
thau, telling of their meeting imme
diately after the Second Quebec Confer
ence with Secretary Cordell Hull and 
Secretary Stimson, at which Mr. John 
J. McCloy, who was then Assistant Secre
tary of War was present. 

In order to prove this deceit and fraud 
perpetrated upon a President of the 
United States, I said in that speech that 
I was going to write a letter to Mr. Mc
Cloy and ask him for an explanation. I 
felt that he, being chairman of the board 
of a large banking institution in the 
United States and who after serving as 
Secretary of War became High Commis
sioner for Germany, would certainly 
have protested against such a confisca
tion clause had it been in that document. 
I now have a reply from Mr. Mccloy and 
I want to put it in the RECORD so that all 
the people will know that President 
R-oosevelt at no time approved the con
fiscation policy. Here is Mr . . McCloy's 
reply to my letter. It reads as foliows: 

MARCH 27, 1956. 
MY DEAR SENATOR LANGER: I have just had 

an opportunity to read your letter to me 
dated February 1a. The letter came after I 
had left for a somewhat extended tour of 
the Middle East, from which I have very re-
·cently returned. I have also read with in
terest your references to me contained in the 
speech that you made to the Senate on Feb
ruary l,· which· references ar~ contained on 

page 1795 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD which 
you were good enough to send to me. 
. Unfortunately, I do not have ready access 
to many of the records which were made at 
the time of the meeting to w.liich you refer. 
My personal records are scattere.d about and 
so I would have to reply to-you at the present 
time purely from memory. My recollection 
of the meeting in Mr. Hull's office to which 
you refer ls, however, very vivid. I also re
call very well the paper which was initialed 
by Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Churchill and the 
manner in which it was presented to the 
group by Mr. Morgenthau. 

This paper set out the general principles 
under which Germany was to be adlninis
tered after the expected victory was accom
plished. There had been considerable dis
cussion regarding the principles of our policy 
respecting defeated Germany. The discus
sions took place in the War Department, the 
State Department, and, to some extent, in 
the Treasury Department. If my recollec
tion serves me right, the War Department 
was the first one to initiate any draft direc
tives on this subject as it was presumably 
their responsibility to administer defeated 
Germany. However, the State Department 
proceeded to draw up some principles under 
which Germany was to be governed and the 
Treasury Department did likewise. Both of 
these proposals shocked Mr. Stimson, the 
proposal of Mr. Hull only a little less than 
that of Mr. Morgenthau. For Mr. Stimson's 
reaction to the Hull and the Morgenthau pro .. 
posals and my part in it all, I would refer 
you to Mr. Stimson's book entitled "On 
Active Service in Peace and War." If you 
will refer to page 568 of this book you will 
there find a discussion of the so-called 
Morgenthau plan. It is an entirely accurate 
account so far as I can now recall. 

Mr. Morgenthau had apparently pressed 
upon Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Churchill at 
Quebec an endorsement of his views as to 
how conquered Germany should be admin
istered. On his return to Washington he 
brought with him the initialed memoran
dum which you referred to in your speech. 
He laid it before ?-.fr. Hull and Mr. Stimson 
in the farmer's office in the State Depart
ment. I was present in Mr. Hull's office 
when the document was presented. I have 
no record to confirm it but I believe I recall 
that Mr. White was also present at this meet
ing. I say this because Mr. White was 
usually present at meetings which Mr. Mor
genthau attended dealing with the admin
istration of Germany. The initialed agree
ment between Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Chur'! 
chill is set forth in full at the bottom of 
page 576 and the top of page 577 of Mr. 
Stimson's book. I saw the original and it 
conformed to the copy in the Stimson book. 

I took part in the drafting of all the memo
randa which Mr. Stimson submitted to his 
colleagues in protest to the so-called Mor
genthau plan as well as to the original Hull 
plan. 

As you will see from the initialed agree
ment as it is set forth on pages 576-577 of 
Mr. Stimson's book, there is no reference 
made to the confiscation of German assets 
throughout the world. Though I think the 
original initialed memorandum has dis
appeared, there is no doubt that the repro
duction of it in Mr. Stimson's book ls com
plete and accurate. I believe that a number 
of photostatic copies still remain in existence. 

I believe the foregoing gives you the es
sential data that you are seeking in regard 
to the initialed agreement and to Mr. Stim
son's and my connection with it. The record, 
·1 think, is quite clear that Mr. Stimson and 
I, from the beginning, were in strong dis
agreement with the so-called Morgenthau 

·plan, particularly as it was reflected in the 
agreement between Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. 
Churchill which was initialed in Quebec; but 
it contained no reference to German assets 
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throughout the world. If there ls any fur
ther information that you seek and I am in 
a position to supply, l shall be glad to do so. 

Sincerely. 
JOHN J. McCLOY, 

Mr. Mccloy also sent a letter to the 
Voluntary Citizens Committee for the 
return of all confiscated German and 
Japanese private properties, and I want 
to read it. It reads: 

DEAR MR. FINUCANE! I have your letters of 
February 6 and 24 in regard to the sta te
ments made by Senator LANGER. on the floor 
of the Senate in regard to initialed agree
ment of Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Ch urchill 
respecting the policies to be applied to Ger
many in the postwar period. I received a 
letter from Senator LANGER asking me to 
state what I know of this memorandum and 
I have replied in the form attached. 

As you will see from my reply to Senator 
LANGER, the initialed document which was 
presented to the meeting in Mr. Hull's office 
was as set out in Mr. Stimson's book. I 
think Mr. Morgenthau had the original copy 
with him and displayed it to us. He also 
had some photostatic copies. The agreement, 
as he presented it to us, h ad nothing to say 
about the confiscation of German assets 
throughout the world, nor did I ever hear it 
suggested that Mr. Roosevelt or Mr. Churchill 
advocated such a ·policy. Subsequently, I 
heard that some attempt was made to find 
the original initialed copy but it could not 
be located. I always had a feeling that som e
one in the Whit e House-not Mr. Roosevelt-
had destroyed it after all the criticism of the 
policy had appeared in the newspapers. I 
am certain the original was initialed in the 
h andwriting of Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. 
Churchill, both of whose handwriting I was 
familiar with. There were also several photo
static copies ·about. The text of the in
itialed _statement was just as it appeared in 
1,:Ir. Stimson's book-no more, no less. 

Sincerely, 

Note what Mr. Mccloy says: 
The original document which he saw which 

was initialed by Roosevelt and Churchill at 
Quebec did not contain a provision to con
fiscate German private assets throughout the 
world. 

I am indeed happy that I, as a Repub
lican, have contributed in a small meas
ure to clearing the good name of our 
Democratic President, Franklin D. 
Roosevelt in this matter and I thank 
Mr. Mccloy for his cooperation. My 
only regret is that Mr. Mccloy did not 
come forward long ago and tell us the 
facts. He should have done so. Al
though l\!r. McCloy in his letter is not 
clear as to whether or not Harry Dexter 
White was there, we now have Harry 
Dexter White's own memorandum prov
ing that he was present at that meeting. 

Note further what Mr. Mccloy said. 
He said that the original document was 
destroyed by someone in the White 
House, not President Roosevelt. 

Mr. Mccloy also addressed a letter to 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JOHNSTON]. chairman of the Subcom
mittee of the Senate Judiciary Investi
gating the Operations of the Communist 
Conspiracy Under the Trading With the 
Enemy Act. Mr. McCloy's letter to Sen
ator JOHNSTON is dated April 17, 1956, 
and I wish to read -Mr. McCloy's letter. 
It is as follows: 

APRIL 17, 1956. 
MY DEAR SENATOR: I have your letter .o! 

April 13 and I am very pleased to take this 
opportunity to state my viewpoint on the 

matter of vesting former enemy assets and 
particularly to make clear some of the state
ments which have been made in connection 
with .a recent letter I wrote to Senator LANGER 
in regard to some inquiries which he ad
dressed to ·me respecting the memorandum 
initialed by Messrs. Roosevelt and Churchill 
at Quebec. 

Taking the latter subject first, I enclose a. 
copy of my letter to Senator LANGER, which I 
understand has already appeared in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. In that letter I was 
simply replying to the suggestion that a ref- . 
erence of some sort to the seizure of enemy 
assets had been contained in the Quebec 
memorandum but had subsequently been 
suppressed. My letter denied that sugges
tion. However, I really believe that the con
tents of that memorandum, as well as the 
contents of my letter, have no real relevancy 
to the question of the vesting of former 
enemy assets. Whatever the motivation for 
the action which resulted in the seizure of 
enemy assets m ay have been, they were seized 
in accordance with a custom that 1s as old 
as the hills in case of wars. In short, I am 
quite clear that neither the seizure nor the 
possibility of return was an incident of the 
so-called Morgenthau plan. 

As to the general principle of the return 
of former enemy assets, I have always felt 
that, assuming the claims of American pri
vate citizens were adequat&ly t aken care of, 
our policy should always be directed toward 
the return of seized private property. I rec
ognize that certain transcendent national 
policies or security considerations may be in
volved which would contravene in certain 
cases the full recognition of this policy, but 
these contraventions should be the exception 
rather than the rule. I have not examined 
the provisions of the various bills now before 
Congress but to the extent .that they do oper
ate to recognize this principle I would be in 
favor of them. 

I hesitate to express my views, particularly 
in relation to German assets, by reason of the 
fact that I was somewhat recently a Govern
ment official dealing with the rehabilitation 
of Western Germany. I am aware of some 
complexities in regard to the German situa
tion as to which I would be hesitant to tes
tify without a fuller knowledge of all con
_siderations that m ight apply to particular 
pieces of the proposed legislation. But quite 
apart from my interest in Germany and my 
former position as United States High Com
missioner to that country, I do feel that the 
principle that I have stated above is a sound 
one and ought to be recognized by the United 
States. 

Sincerely. 
JOHN J. MCCLOY. 

Note what Mr. Mccloy says in his let
ter to the Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. JOHNSTON] : 

In short, I am quite clear that neither the 
seizure nor the possibility of return (refer
r ing to these confiscated German and Japa
nese private property) was an incident of the 
so-called Morgenthau plan. 

I am afraid Mr. Mccloy still does not 
know the facts, but I am happy that at 
this late date he agrees with the general 
principle of the return of former enemy 
assets. I say at this late date. He should 
have taken a position long ago, for while 
he was High Commissioner in Germany 
this is what he did. Under date of March 
29, 1956, there appearetj. a longJ 3-column 

.story about Krupp global interests in 
the Wall Street Journal, and as a part of 
that story I wish to quote the following 
about Mr. Mccloy: 

On July 31, 1948, after 3 years in jall a.wait
ing trial, Alfred · Krupp stood before a court 
at Nuremberg and heard 3 American judges 

sentence him to "forfeiture of· all your prop
erty, both real and personal." He was also 
given a prison term that was supposed to run 
until April 1957 . . 

But in 1951, John Mccloy, then United 
States High Commissioner for Germany (now 
chairman of the Chase Manhattan Bank) 
ordered Herr Alfred Krupp's release. And 
he canceled seizure of the industrial empire 
on the ground that confiscation of private 
property conflicts with American ideals of 
justice. 

That is the quotation from the Wall 
Street Journal. 

Mr. President, I am sure that if Mr. 
Mccloy, along with other bankers and 
financiers throughout our great country, 
men who sho.uld always defend the pri
vate enterprise system, the right to own 
private property, had come before our 
committee, and said he was just as inter
ested in taking care of the little people in 
Germany as he was in taking care of Al
fred Krupp, we would not be in the situ
ation we are in today. 

I say that Mr. Mccloy was right when 
he ordered the return of all the real and 
personal property belonging to Mr. Al
fred Krupp. 

I hope that this administration will 
now have his assistance and his coopera
tion and the cooperation of his associates 
in bringing about a complete return of 
these still confiscated private properties 
. belonging to the "little" citizens in West
ern Germany. 

Let us remember that Mccloy was ap
pointed High Commissioner to Germany 
by President Truman. I am sure Mr. 
McCloy's decision to return all the real 
and personal property belonging to Al
fred Krupp had the approval of Presi
dent Truman or he would never have 
done it. This is further proof that Presi
dent Truman was against the confisca
tion policy. 

ROOSEVELT WAS AGAINST THE CONFISCATION 
POLICY 

If there are still some people who would 
like to confuse the matter further and 
who would like to blame President Roose
velt for adopting basic Communist policy, 
may I recall to them the speech President 
Roosevelt made from the White House to 
the American people less than 1 month 
after the Second Quebec Conference. 
That speech was broadcast nationally on 
October 5, 1944, and I quote from that 
speech which is reprinted in Vital 
Speeches, the issue of October 15, 1944. 
In that speech President Roosevelt con
firmed his belief in the inviolability of 
private property for he said: 

I have never sought and I do not welcome 
the support of any person or group com
mitted to communism or fascism, or any 
other foreign ideology which would under
mine the. American system of free competi
tive enterprise and private property. 

I am sure that President Roosevelt 
did not refer to private property rights 
in the United States only. I am sure 
that President Roosevelt .knew the basic 
difference between Communist-con
trolled governments and governments of 
the free world, and I am confident that 
he was not going to impose upon the 
German and Japanese people Commu
nist principles by promulgating a ..Com
munist scheme to confiscate their private 
property. 
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CHRISTIAN LEADERS WARNING UNHEEDED 

That Christian leaders throughout the 
world, during that period, knew what 
was going on, is established beyond a 
question of a. doubt when 10 days before 
the Quebec Conference, where Harry 
Dexter White tried to put through the 
Communist program for the complete 
destruction of private property rights 
throughout the world, the Holy Father, 
Pope Pius XII, in a broadcast from 
Vatican City entitled "Rights of Private 
Property," made on September 1, 1944, 
stated as follows: 

Leo XIII in his encyclical "Rerum 
Novarium" laid down the principle that a 
legitimate economic and social order should 
rest on the indisputable foundation of the 
right to private property. 

Christian conscience cannot admit as right 
a social order that denies the principles or 
renders impossible and useless in practice 
the natural right to ownership of commodi
t ies and means of production. 

Are we to submit to the d ictatorship of 
a political group that as a ruling class, will 
control the means of production? 

Future social and economic policy organ
izing activity of the state, of local bodies, 
of professional organizations, will not be 
able to achieve their lofty aims in continu
ing the fruitfulness of the social life and 
normal returns of a national economy un
less they respect and protect the vital func
tions of private property in its person-al and 
total value. 

I repeat what Pope Pius XII said: 
Protect the vital function of private prop

erty in the personal and total value. 

Talking about the end of the war, he 
said: 

The problem of the future aspect of the 
social order will be the subject of keen strife 
between the various tendencies. 

He says further that in this struggle: 
The Christian social idea has the arduous 

but noble task of bringing forward and 
demonstrating to those who follow other 
doctrines in theory and in practice, that in 
this sphere, so important to the peaceful 
development of human relationships, the 
postulates of true equity and Christian prin
ciples can be closely joined, guaranteeing 
.salvation and well being to all who can give 
up their prejudices and passions 1,nd listen 
to the preaching of truth. 

In my limited way, and in all humility, 
I hope that what I say today will con
tribute to the winning of this struggle of 
the true Christian social idea by demon
strating the complete falsehood of the 
doctrine of confiscation anywhere in the 
world or that there is nothing sacred 
about private property as the Commu
nists teach, and as some capitalist pi
rates practice, regarding other people's 
private property. 

STEP BY STEP THE CONSPIRACY IS UNFOLDED 

I have shown in my speech of Febru
ary 1 that President Truman totally re
jected the theory of confiscation of pri
vate property of German and Japanese 
civilians located in this country. I have 
documented the conspiracy and have 
shown that Harry Dexter White and his 
crowd forced the Office of Alien Prop
erty and the · State Department to join 
with them in a message to President 
Truman asking for authority to recom
mend to Congress the passing of legis
lation to permanently eliminate exist-
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ing German and Japanese private prop
erty rights in the United States with no 
provision for any return or compensa
tion directly or indirectly and I showed 
that President Truman rejected this re
quest. I charged that they would never 
have had to force the Office of Alien 
Property or the state Department to 
join with them in that memo to Presi
dent Truman had either President 
Roosevelt or President Truman ever ap
proved such a policy. 

I shall return for a moment to the 
message Pope Pius XII sent to the world 
on September 1, 1944: 

The Christian social idea has the arduous 
but noble task of bringing forward and dem
onstrating to those who follow other doc
trines in theory and in practice, that in this 
sphere, so important to the peaceful develop
ment of human relationships, the postulates 
of true equity and Christian principles can 
be closely joined, guaranteeing salvation and 
well-being to all who can give up their prej
udices and passions and listen to the preach
ing of truth. 

In the performance of the responsi
bilities arising out of this obligation to 
make the truth known, I began on Feb-. 
ruary 1, before this distinguished body 
of Senators, each of whom is under a 
solemn oath to be a champion of law 
and justice, the presentation of the facts 
whereby the greatest and most vicious 
faction in the world today undertook, 
and so far has undertaken successfully, 
to make the Government of the United 
States an instrument for the destruction 
of individual rights rather than the 
steadfast and constant def ender of them. 

No sane and literate man today can 
deny that freedom and communism are 
irreconcilably opposed. · 

We Americans believe that man is 
born free and of right should remain 
free. We who believe in the Declaration 
of Independence believe also that man's 
right to be free was conferred upon him 
by God, and that the true function of 
government is to protect this and the 
other rights with which man is endowed 
by his Creator. 

Whether we examine the matter phil
osophically or from the viewpoint of hu
man experience, we must inevitably con
clude that the right to freedom cannot 
stand unless it is accompanied and sup
ported by the right to property, just as 
the right to property is meaningless un
less men are free. There is no instance 
in recorded history to the contrary. 

In propositions of this basic nature, we 
are concerned with fundamentals which 
permit of no deviation. Either private 
property is wholly inviolate or- private 
property is not inviolate. Just as the 
person who harms no man in all the 
world except the man he kills becomes a. 
murderer, and the man who steals only 
one purse becomes a thief, the sanctity 
of private property must be completely 
observed or the right to property is vio
lated. 

WHAT THE COMMUNISTS THINK OF PRIVATE 
PROPERTY RIGHTS 

The opposite of freedom is commu
nism. Whether we cite Marx in the 
Communist Manifesto of 1848: 

The abolition ot bourgeois individuality, 
bourgeois independence, and bourgeois free
dom is undoubtedly aimed at. In a word 

you reproach us with intending to do away 
with your property. Precisely so; that is 
just what we intend. 

Or Stalin in 1929 and 1940: 
The last hope of the capitalists of all 

countries who dream of restoring capitalism 
In_ the U. s. S. R.-the sacred principle of 
private property-is collapsing and vanish
ing. 

Or Stepanyan in 1946: 
· War between people will disappear only 

when this private ownership and the antag
onistic classes are destroyed forever. 

Or Khrushchev in 1955: 
The days of capitalism in the world are 

approaching their end. OUr system will win. 

The answer is the same: The cardinal 
aim of the Communists is the destruc
tion of the institution of private prop
erty. 

I am sure James Madison would have 
termed any group in the United States 
united in a common program to achieve 
this stated purpose of communism a fac
tion of the greatest danger to the rights 
of the individual and to the common 
good. 

When such a faction badly admits to 
a philosophy which approves deceit, 
trickery, and lies, I have no doubt that 
James Madison and his colleagues of 
the Federalist papers would have char
acterized such a faction as a menace 
which no man who cherishes freedom 
can ignore without peril to his freedom. 

William Henry Chamberlin in his in
troduction to Blueprint for World Con
quest, a collection of the Communist 
plans for the conquest of the world by 
communism, only repeats in the terms 
of today what the authors of the Fed
eralist papers said in 1 787: 

With this precedent (of Hitler) in mind, it 
would be unwise to brush aside as trivial or 
unimportant the amazing blueprint of world 
conquest through internal propaganda, divi
sion, subversion, and treason which is un
folded in such minute detail (by the Com
munists). It would be more sensible to re
flect on how large a part of the Communist 
dream of world conquest is already a reality. 

These are the two worlds-the world of 
freedom and the world of communism. 
They truly are as far apart as the poles. 
There is truly no way for them to come 
together except by capitulation. If free
dom is worth while, we will not ca
pitulate. 

On February 1, I presented to the Sen
ate a documented account of the pro
gram and operations of the Communist 
faction to undermine the principle of the 
inviolability of private property in the 
United States. 

I showed that this program of confis
cation originated in Moscow. 

I showed that the plan to carry it out 
was developed and executed under the 
guidance and direction of a group of 
Communists and fellow travelers in Gov
ernment offices who have since been re
vealed in their true light by the several 
subversive activity committees. 

I showed how this group of Commu
nists and fellow travelers, through the 
skillful use of the well-known Commu
nist practices of treachery, deceit, and 
lies, and a Democratic administration 
and a Republican Congress, were made 
the unwitting dupes to carry out this 
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program directed at the destruction of 
the institution of private property, the 
institution which is both the cornerstone 
of economic activity in a free-enterprise 
.society and an essential support of the 
rtght to be free. 

I showed how this group of Commu
nists and fellow travelers, through lies· 
and trickery, made the people believe 
that President Roosevelt and President 
Truman had abandoned basic American 
principles. 

I showed how this group of Commu
nists and fellow travelers, by theil' agility 
and dexterity, maneuvered and infil
trated themselves into positions of re
sponsibility in our Government so that 
they could and did use the prestige and 
power of the United States to cause other 
nations to adopt policies of confiscation. 
Fortunately, one by one these nations 
have seen the error of such action and 
have taken steps to make amends. It is 
high time that we do like wise. 
CANADA JOINS THE OTHER NATIONS WHICH HAVE 

RETURNED THESE CONFISCATED PROPERTIES 

I am pleased to hear that since my 
speech of February 1, our great and 
friendly neighbor, Canada, which was 
also the victim of Communist conspir
acy-for Canada also had its problems 
with Communist traitors-has now 
joined the long list of allied countries 
which have already returned to basic 
principles and returned the confiscated 
properties, and has decided to return 
all these private properties to their Ger
man and Japanese owners. 

It is high time that we do likewise. 
I showed how this Communist-inspired 

assault on this great basic principle of 
morality and of our society was intro
duced on the theory that only the pr ivate 
property of enemy aliens would be con
fiscated. Wartime passion, the spirit of 
vengeance, the legitimate desire for rec
ompense for those suffering from the 
brutality of World War II, were skillfully 
played up, while principle, tradition, and 
the fact that the penalty was imposed on 
individuals who were not responsible for 
the atrocities of their dictator masters 
was played down, if not ignored alto
gether. 

I showed that once the principle of the 
Inviolability of private property was un
dermined, it mushroomed and extended 
itself, under the Trading With the Enemy 
Act, even to confiscating the property of 
Americans and the citizens of friendly 
neutral nations. 
THE PRIMARY OBJECTIVE OF THE COMMUNIST 

CONSPIRACY 

What I said on February 1, I trust made 
clear that the primary objective of this 
Communist faction and their Moscow 
masters was to prove to the world that 
the principle of the inviolability of pri
vate property was disintegrating, not 
·only in one country after another taken 
over by the Communists, but all over the 
world. This was the main objective. Of 
course, the Communists wanted the prop
·erty for themselves, but this was second
ary. The first objective was to keep the 
·property from its rightful owners. For 
15 years they have been -successful. They 
have been successful because the Gov
ernment of the United States has been 
their instrument which has prevented the 

return of this property to its owners. 
There is more reason for laughter in the 
Kremlin. Even the ghost of Stalin may 
be smiling, for if property is not secure 
in the United States, where in the world 
can a man go and hold his property in
violate? 

The fact is that American citizens and 
the citizens of friendly neutral nations 
have had their property confiscated un
der the Trading With the Enemy Act 
without at any time having a hearing on 
the justice or correctness of the seizure 
of their property. I believe this is a fact 
which will shock every American who be
lieves that every man is entitled to his 
day in court. Nevertheless, this fact is 
a true fact, and it exists by reason of ac
tion of the Government of the United 
States. It has happened here. It hap
pened under the Trading With the 
Enemy Act. It has profoundly shocked 
me. It profoundly shocked our great and 
good friend, the late Senator Robert A. 
Taft. The letter in which Senator Taft 
expressed his intense and deep indig
nation over such practices by a govern
ment "dedicated to doing justice" will 
be studied with profit as long as there 
are men concerned with justice among 
men. 

I repeat what I have just said, "Of 
course, the Communists wanted this 
profit for themselves." I mean just that. 
They actually tried to get it even in the 
United States. As an example of brazen
ness, effrontery, and audacity, it is un
excelled. 

J ames Madison, in the 10th of the se
ries of papers which are the greatest con
t r ibution to the literature of government 
an American has yet given to the world, 
asserts that the dangerous vice of fac
tion is the greatest danger which popu
lar government faces. By faction Madi
son meant any group of people, whether 
a majority or a minority, united and ac
tuated in some common impulse of pas
sion or interest adverse to the rights 
of others or to the common good. The 
instability, injustice, and confusion 
that factions introduce into the public 
councils, he adds, are the mortal diseases 
of popular governments. Because liberty 
of the individual, however, is, and must 
r emain the purpose of our Government, 
Madison concedes we cannot eliminate 
the cause of factions, for freedom is too 
precious to have it curtailed merely be
cause some who are free use their liberty 
to abuse others. The best alternative, 
and the alternative which was adopted 
by our forefathers, is a system to con
trol the effects of factions. 

The alternative adopted rests on the 
profound conviction that there is a sense 
of justice and of right in the American 
people which ultimately will triumph 
over passion, prejudice, corruption, and 
greed. It proceeds on the basis that if 
the American people are given the truth, 
they will cause decisions to be made 
which are right and just. Therefore, it 
is essential to this alternative that there 
be a means to bring the truth to the 
people so that they can soberly and 
calmly determine the way of justice. Ac
cordingly, under this alternative, in or
der to make it effective, there is imposed 
on those who know the truth, and who 
are concerned with justice, the obliga-

tion to speak up so that the people may 
know and may act. 

I mentioned that since my speech of 
February 1, more and more people are 
coming forward with the facts, and I 
shall tell them to the American people. 

AMERICAN CITIZENS RIGHTS VIOLATED 

It will be recalled that on February 1, 
I pointed out that even American citi
zens were threatened, intimidated, and 
dispossessed of their property by the 
traitors in the Treasury Department un
der Harry Dexter White. I told the story 
of Mr. Ernst Halbach, an American citi
zen, and his associates, all of whom were 
American citizens and who owned Gen
eral Dyestuffs Corp., which had a con
tract with General Aniline & Film. I 
told how the record now establishes that 
Harry Dexter White sent his agents into 
that company and seized it, on the theory 
that these Americans were cloaks for the 
Nazis. I showed how Treasury agents 
under Harry Dexter White called on Mrs. 
Halbach alone in her home, where she 
was dying of cancer, and intimidated 
her through threats, to the point where 
Mr. Halbach was forced to sell his stock 
to the Government at a price way below 
its real value. I showed that Mr. Crow
ley, Alien Property Custodian, testified 
before our committee that Mr. Halbach 
was a patriotic man, and that all this 
was a mistake; and I showed that Mr. 
Halbach sued the Government to get 
back his stock that was vested. I showed 
how the Government could not prove 
that Mr. Halbach was a cloak for the 
Nazis, and then forced Mr. Halbach and 
his two daughters, who also were born 
in this country, and whose husbands were 
serving their country in the Army, to 
settle for a sum of money much less than 
the stock was worth, and paid them out 
of the funds actually in the treasury of 
General Dyestuff Corp. 

Mr. Halbach and other American 
citizens settled in early 1945; so that 
result was that the United States Gov
ernment then owned all the stock in 
General Dyestuff Corp. It had already 
vested over 90 percent of the stock of 
General Aniline & Film with which Gen
eral Dyestuff had an exclusive distribu
tion contract. 

Mr. Edward M. Shaffer, an investiga
_tor appointed by Mr. Leo Crowley, Alien 
Property Custodian, to investigate this 
corporation, testified as follows: 

Mr. SHAFFER. I will summarize it. I be
lieve that the United States Government 
made a mistake in vesting the stock of Mr. 
Halbach • • • the year 1939 saw the mark 
of the complete break, in my opinion, from 
the former association by personnel, and I 
mean Dietrich Schmitz and General Aniline 
Film & Dyest uff into a completely new and 
wholesome set of owners, namely, Halbach, 
Swenson, Dr. St. George, people of that 
nature • • • I believe it was in error to have 
designated these gentlemen as nationals of 
an alien enemy country and then proceed to 
seize their stock. I still feel that way. 
(Hearing before a subcommittee of the 
Committee on the Judiciary, United States 
Senate, 83d Cong., 1st sess., proposing 

_ amendments to the Trading With. the Enemy 
Act of 1917, 1953, p. 340). 

Judge John Burns, former counsel to 
the Securities and Exchange Commis
sion, at the request of Mr. Crowley, also 
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investigated this matter. Judge Burns 
testified as follows before the. hearings 
referred to above: 

Shortly after that, maybe 2 months from 
that, Mr. Crowley sent for me and said that 
he had vested the stock of General Dyestuffs, 
but he was somewhat concerned about the 
propriety of it, and he would like to have 
me go in as general counsel. My particular 
task in addition to acting as lawyer for the 
company was to make a very careful investi
gation and report to him as to whether or 
not I found any basis which would tend to 
prove that Mr. Halbach was either a non
national, under the wording of the statute, 
or that his holding was a cloak for alien 
interests. So I took up that assignment, 
and together with my partner, Mr. Rich, we 
made a very <:areful investigation, looking 
into practically all the files that seemed 
relevant. We talked to the employees, 
talked to Mr. Halbach and his associates, and 
tried to get as many leads as we could from 
Government sources to explore them to find 
out what possibly m ight be the basis of any 
charge against the owners of the dyestuff 
stock • • • 

To sum up, I reported to Mr. Crowley after 
this investigation that I could not find the 
slightest basis which would justify his ac
tion in vesting the stock of General Dyestuff. 
I recommended, out of a consideration of 
simple honesty and fairness to the American 
citizen, that Mr. Crowley should return the 
property. Thereafter I talked with him and 
he -indicated very definitely general sympa
thy toward Mr. Halbach and accepted my 
reporting apparently without questioning. 

Later on, when Mr. Crowley went on some 
other Government assignment, I talked to 
his successor and made the same point; that 
I felt, in view of what I had come to know, 
that the retention by the Government of 
this property in the light of all those cir
cumstances, particularly while the Govern
ment was continuing Mr. Halbach in the 
primary responsible position as operator, and 
while he was serving his country as the 
expert on dyestuffs for the War Production 
Board, that the deprival of his property un
der those circumsta nces was highly immoral. 
I did not see any legal basis upon which it 
would be supported. That is about all I 
have to l!!ay. 

Mr. Halbach, president of General 
Dyestuff Corp. and in charge of its oper
ations, not only continued in a mana·ge
ment capacity for years after the seizure 
and vesting, but also served as consult
ant to the War Production Board dur
ing the war. · Commendations for effi
cient and effective service were given 
him for his work. Thus, on September 
7, 1945, Gen. Brehon · Somervell, com
manding general of the Army Service 
Forces, wrote Mr. Halbach: 

You and your . associates and employees 
must have a deep sense. of satisfaction as 
you look back upon your accomplishments 
on the war production front • • • now that 
the war is won, I want to express to you 
the gratitude and appreciation of the Army 
Service Forces for the magnificent achieve
ments of your organization. 

On December 20, 1945, Brig. Gen. 
GeoTges P .. Doriot, Director of the Plan
ning Division of the Office of the Quar
termaster General, said in a letter to Mr. 
Halbach: 

This office wishes to express its apprecia
tion and commendation to you and the 
personnel of your company for the many 
contributions afforded the Quartermaster 
Corps during the past few years. We are 
particularly grateful for the time you :have 

given personally to the consideration of our 
problems • • •. 

Mr. Crowley testified as follows ·con
cerning Mr. Halbach's character and 
patriotism: 

During my course as Alien Property Cus
todian, I got to know Mr. Halbach very well. 
You people that were here during the war 
know there. was a lot of emotion, which there 
always is, during a war, and Mr. Halbach 
was accused of being a cloak' for the Ger
mans and being anti this and anti that. We 
had an investigati-on made of Mr. Halbac~. 
I think the FBI did one for me. I know the 
military did. And I had Mr. Shaffer make 
an investigation for me. As Judge Bur.ns 
told you, he made an investigation. And we 
found no evidence anywhere, where anyone 
could cause any criticism to be made against 
Mr. Halbach's integrity or against his 
patriotism. 

Ultimately, ·however, Mr. Halbach was 
discharged from his position with the 
corporation by the Alien Property Cus
todian. The circumstances leading up 
to this event are described in a memo
randum dated March 9, 1945, which ap
pears as exhibit M in part 2 of the 
hearings of the subcommittee, at pages 
857 and 858. The pertinent parts of this 
memorandum appear as fo11ows: 

EXHIBIT M, MEMORANDUM FOR THE FILES, 
MARCH 9, 1945 

Re: Conference with representatives of 
Alien Property Custodian and Department 
of Justice concerning vesting on March 8, 
1945. 

Present: For Alien Property Custodian: 
Messrs. McNamara, Creighton, and Cutler. 

For Department of Justice: Messrs. Jones 
and Parker. 

For Treasury: Messrs. Coe, Aarons, Alk, 
Arnold, Day, Friedman, Glasser, Richards, 
Saxon, Mrs. Gold. 

In leading the discussions, Mr. Coe fol
lowed,- in general, the· agenda and -answers 
circulated on March 1 by Alk and Arnold. 

• • • • • 
IV'.ll". Coe said that the Treasury was 

troubled by the fact that Halbach had not 
been discharged by General Dyestuffs. He 
indicated that the retention of such a per
son in a concern under the jurisdiction of 
the custodian appears to indicate an in
consistency between the domestic policy fol
lowed by this government and that which 
it was urging abroad with respect to the 
discharge of German fronts. Mr. McNa
mara -responded that the difficulty is a con
flict between the policy of the Government 
concerning blocked nationals and the busi
ness judgment of the General Dyestuffs 
directors who find Halbach a valuable em
ployee. Halbach's resignation has been sub
mitted and the custodian has informed the 
board that he must leave . the employ of 
the company but a vote . on the matter has 
been postponed for a month. Mr. Jones 
then inquired whether cleaning out sus
pect personnel is not at least as vital a 
matter as the termination of German and 
Japanese property interests. The· Treasury 
representatives agreed heartily and Mr. Coe 
asked whether there were other cases 
than that of Halbach to be cleared up. 
Messrs. McNamara and Cutler took the posi
tion that the. Halbach matter is a "pec;uliar 
case." 

A comparison of the date of the mem
orandum last quoted and the dates of 
the commendations previously men
tioned is significant. This significance 
increases if reference is made to the re
port of the Subcommittee of the Com
mittee of the Judiciary on Interlocking 
Subversion in Government, dated July 

20, 1953, beginning at page 6, which 
discusses Harold Glasser and Virginius 
Frank Coe. 

Those who read my speech of Feb
ruary 1, know that I established that 
Glasser and Coe were right-hand men of 
Harry Dexter White to carrry out this 
conspiracy to confiscate private prop
erty of all German and Japanese citizens 
throughout the world and to carry out 
the most essential part of the Com
munist program to drive from the minds 
of men that there is anything sacred 
about private property. 

I suggest that every American citizen 
study not only this release of July 20, 
1953, by the Subcommittee of the Judi
ciary investigating subversion in Gov
ernment, but also the latest documenta
tion on Harry Dexter White and his as
sociates, released only a few weeks ago 
by the same committee. 

V. Frank Coe was a · close friend of 
Harry Dexter White, and one of his 
right-hand men in the Treasury Depart
ment. I named him as already a leader 
in this Communist conspiracy in 1951. 
Since that time he has appeared before 
congressional committees, and has re
fused to answer any questions. He has 
become a fifth amendment Communist. 
He was also a friend of Harold Glasser. 
Ex-Communist agent Elizabeth Bentley 
testified long ago that Harold Glasser 
was a member of the Per lo group; and 
later we discovered that Alger Hiss, of 
the State Department, had taken Harold 
Glasser and 2 or 3 others and turned 
them over to direct control of Soviet rep
resentatives in this country. The Com
munist apparatus of the Treasury De
partment that infiltrated every other de
partment of the Government was so 
large that it will take consid.erable time 
to bring out the facts of. each one's part 
in the conspiracy . . I have only touched 
a few up to this time but I promise that I 
shall expose the parts that all of the 
leaders played in this program at a later 
date. 

Now I wonder and I am sure everyone 
wonders why these things happened to 
American citizens. Not until . after my 
speech of February 1 was I p_rovided. with 

· facts which give us some of the answers. 
And I say the :fa-cts. are amazing. I 
should say shocking. Here they aTe: 

RUSSIANS- WANTED TO TAKE OVER 

We have now discovered that at the 
same time in early 1945 when the Treas
ury Department and the Office of · Alien 
Property, Department of Justice, were 
trying to force Mr. Halbach and other 
American stockholders out and settle 
their suit-the same time the Harry Dex
ter White crowd was forcing the Office of 
Alien Property and the State Depart
ment to join with them in a message to 
President Truman, as I detailed in my 
speech of February 1, in which they 
asked for Presidential approval of their 
plan to recommend to Congress a pro
gram aimed at the permanent confisca
tion of German and Japanese private 

. properties in the United States Which 
President Truman refused to give 
them-that at the same time, the Rus
sians in the United States under direc
tion of their Embassy here in Washing
ton were actually .trying to take over 
General Aniline & Film. 
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Mr. Louis ·Johnsor.. was ordered to en
tertain Russian agents ·who wanted to 
take over this American corporation. 

It has come to light that early in 1945, 
someone in Washington connected with 
the seized General Aniline & Film Co., 
which latter company the Swiss, from 
the day it was seized until today, have 
claimed to be Swiss owned, ordered 
Louis Johnson, who at the time was a 
Government man appointed president of 
the General Dyestuffs Corp., to prepare 
for the arrival in New York of a dozen 
Russians who wanted to look over Gen
eral Aniline & Film plants and even
tually take them over or make some kind 
of a deal to get General Aniline & Film 
processes, if not the outright plants and 
equipment. 

Finalfy, we know that this meeting 
took· place regardless of the protests of 
Louis Johnson. Mr. Johnson gave a 
luncheon for the Russians at the Uni
versity Club in New York. More than 
12 people were at that luncheon; and 
after the luncheon the Russians took off 
to inspect each plant of General & Film. 
Nothing came of the Russians' plans, 
thanks to Louis Johnson and a few 
others. Now I know that Mr. Johnson, 
who later became Secretary of Defense, 
kept a diary in which he recorded the 
events of each day that he was in Gov
ernment service. I think it is time for 
Mr. Johnson to come forward and tell 
us all about that luncheon, what pre
ceded it, what followed it, and who the 
men were in the Treasury Department 
and Office of Alien Property who ordered 
him to give this luncheon. I am going 
to write Mr. Johnson a letter as I did 
to Mr. Mccloy, and when I get his re
ply I will put it into the RECORD. I am 
also going to write a letter to Mr. James 
E. Markham, who was Alien Property 
Custodian at the time and who, I un
derstand, was first asked to make these 
arrangements for the Russian visitors 
but who refused. Mr. Markham should 
tell us what happened. I am going to 
write a letter to Mr. Dallas Townsend, 
asking him to make available all the 
records in his Office of Alien Property 
to the Subcommittee of the Senate Ju
diciary investigating this matter. 

The Communist conspiracy becomes 
clearer as we dig deeper. Obviously Mr. 
Halbach and the other Americans who 
owned stock in General Dyestuffs, which 
corporation in turn had an exclusive 
sales contract with General Aniline & 
Film for its products, had to be removed, 
if the Russians were either to get Gen
eral Aniline and its equipment or its 
technical know-how or products. It is 
the duty of Mr. Brownell, as Attorney 
General, to give the committee investi
gating the operations of the Trading 
With the Enemy Act the facts on this 
matter. His Office of Alien Property still 
refuses to give out any information re
garding General Aniline & Film and the 
reason given is that the Swiss are suing 
for a return and that such information 
might be detrimental to the Govern
ment's case, which claims the Swiss were 
cloaks for the Germans, but I do not be
lieve the American people can ever be 
made to believe that giving them the 

· facts surrounding this Communist con-

·spiracy could hurt the Government. 
Furthermore, if it should be detrimental 
to the Government, and these things are 
true, I am sure the American people, in 
utter disgust, would repudiate the con,;. 

-duct of its officials as a shameful betrayal 
of a trust. 

TERROR METHODS TO INTIMIDATE AMERICAN 
CITIZENS 

More has come to light since my 
speech of February 1. It will be recalled 
I quoted from the hearings held by the 
Subcommittee of the Senate Judiciary 
investigating the operations of the Trad
ing With the Enemy Act and the part 
played by Harry Dexter White and his 
fellow travelers in bringing about perma
nent confiscation of these private prop
erties. I quote from the hearings held 
on April 1, 1953 as fallows: 

Mr. HALBACH. My wife, as you all know, was 
desperately ill and the newspaper notoriety 
and the beating that she got and she knew 
that I was getting, weighed terribly heavy on 
her and my daughter and myself and her 
brother, who is one of the trustees, were very 
anxious to relieve her of that stigma and 
the effect of that on her because she was an 
intensely and rabidly loyal American. 

The testimony continues: 
The CHAIRMAN. As a matter of fact, your 

wife had cancer and these Federal men kept 
bothering her? 

Mr. HALBACH. Federal agents came out. I 
came home one night and I could hardly be
lieve it. I saw her face was scarlet and I 
said "what on earth is the matter with you?" 
She told me that these two agents from the 
Treasury had been there and questioned her 
about me and my connection and trying to 
intimate that I was German or something 
to that effect. I never could get it out of 
her. She was so upset and so bewildered by 
it all that I never could find out, except I 
knew these two men had been there. 

Not until after my speech of February 
1, did we discover that, one hour before 
Mr. Halbach appeared before the com
mittee on April 1, 1953 to tell the com
mittee the entire story, the United States 
Government, Office of Alien Property, 
Department of Justice, through General 
Aniline & Film, had just then sued him 
in the Federal Court of New Jersey for 
$6¼ million. He was notified of the suit 
by long-distance telephone. Terrorized 
as he was, after having been stripped of 
almost everything he owned, he was now 
being intimidated as a witness appearing 
before a congressional committee. I was 
a member of that committee and Mr. 
Halbach was a scared witness. He did 
not tell me, nor did he tell any other 
Senators taking part in the hearing, 
what had happened, except to say that 
an action to enjoin him from taking any 
employees of General Aniline & Film into 
his new business, just established, had 
been made, nor did any persons from the 
Office-of Alien Property, Department of 
Justice, or their employees and ap
pointees to General Aniline & Film 
who crowded the hearing room, even 
utter one word about this suit for $6¼ 
million. Had the members of the com
mittee known all that had happened that 
day, I am certain that contempt citations 
would have been voted unanimously. 
This happened in a Republican Admin-

. istration under a Republican Attorney 
General. 

What was the suit about? It claimed 
that Mr: Halbach had opened his own 
little factory to make dyestuffs, and that 
'he was taking -experts ·from the Gov• 
ernment-confiscated and operated Gen
eral Aniline & Film. Now we have found 
out that Mr. Halbach's personal finances 
at that time were at the lowest point in 
his life. He had spent all of his sav
ings in def ending his good name and 
reputation; and here we have the pre
posterous situation of the United States 
Government suing him for $6 ¼ million. 
We have also found out that Mr. Hal
bach's little new division of his Verona 
Chemical Co., with 12 employees, did 
less than $15,000 business in dyes in the 
month of March 1953. 

Why was this suit brought? Obvious
ly, to close Mr. Halbach's mouth so that 
he would be afraid to tell the committee 
investigating the operations of the Com
munists just what had happened. 

What happened to the suit? It was 
later quietly dismissed. By whom? 
General Aniline & Film controlled by the 
Government of the United States, Office 
of Alien Property, Department of Jus
tice, who told their appointees in General 
Aniline & Film to dismiss the suit. There 
was no publicity in connection with the 
dismissal of the suit, as it was done in 
the judge's chambers. 

. I do not want to leave the impression 
that my friend, Dallas Townsend, who is 
now Director of the Office of Alien Prop
erty~ had anything to do with the filing 
of the suit on April 1, 1953, against Mr. 
Halbach, because Mr. Townsend was not 
appointed until after May 19, 1953; but 
I must warn my friend, Dallas Town
sent, that he too, like President Roose
selt and President Truman, may become 
the victim of his friends and neighbors, 
in whom he has apparently so much 
confidence, and those who have set out 
to hold onto these business plums for 
their personal gain regardless of what 
their conduct does to our foreign rela
tions. 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN UNPRINCIPLED 
CAPITALISTS AND COMMUNISTS 

There is a definite affinity between 
capitalist piracy and communism. The 
two are closely related. Bishop Fulton 
J. Sheen, in his work entitled "Commu
nism and the Conscience of the West,'' 
says, on page 79: 

Monopolistic capitalism concentrates 
wealth in the hands of a few capitalists and 
communism in the hands of a few bureau
crats, and both end in the proletarianiza
tion of the masses. 

I say that is why we will always find 
an alliance between unprincipled im
moral capitalists who will take the prop
erty of others as their own and Com
munists, who will take the property of 
others to further their scheme of state 
ownership of the means of production, 
which reduces men to slavery, and makes 
it possible for a small minority under a 
dictatorship to remain in power. 

So it should not come as a surprise 
to anyone that some American capital
ists who hope to profit still more will 
join with the Communists to defeat a 
return to basic American principles of 
justice and honor. 
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I appeal to the President of the United . 

States to give direction .now to his sub
ordinate cabinet officers to put an end to 
these conditions and to return to basic 
American principles, and return all the 
confiscated properties in full; 
WE MUST HA'{E A WORLDWIDE MAGNA CARTA 

_OF PRIVATE PROPERTY RIG~S 

I appeal to the President to lead the 
free nations of the world in creating a 
worldwide Magna Carta of private prop
erty rights. I do this because I believe 
in principles, and I further believe that 
·we shall never be able to take from the 
backs of the American taxpayer the bur
den of the never ending foreign aid pro
grams until such time as private· cap
ital, and the savings ·or all the people 
in the free world, are secure against con
fiscation when invested under a free en
terprise system in underdeveloped coun
tries in order to raise the standard of 
living of the people so vital to the peace
ful development of those nations and 
our own security. Such investments can 
be secure only under a Magna Carta. I 
submit to the President of the United 
States that he is correct when he says 
that we must help the underdeveloped 
countries, but I disagree with the con
tention that this must be_ done solely at 
the taxpayer's expense. Of course, so 
long as the great United States fails to 
rectify the wrongs of the past, so long 
will this burden remain on the Ameri
can taxpayer, and there cannot be such 
a _Magna Carta. Government handouts, 
with all the bureaucracy that goes with 
them, is not the answer, for then · we 
~ompete only with the Communists in 
creati~g government-controlled busi
nesses in these underdeveloped nations. 
The development of these countries will 
come either under a system of com
munism or under the free-enterprise 
system, the capital for which must, for 
the most part, come voluntarily from 
the people of the free world. To bring 
that about we must first return to basic 
principles. To create such a Magna 
Carta we must first correct the wrongs 
of the past. 

I am happy that in many countries of 
the free world, expressions along that 
line, the results of a great deal of sound 
thinking, are finally seeping through. 
Only 2 weeks ago, Ambassador Henry 
Cabot Lodge, upon returning to his 
United Nations post after a tour of the 
Midde East and Africa, said: 

T'.rwse who have studied Communist tac
tics in Europe and China know very well that 
the Soviet Union never extends economic aid 
without there being very dangerous strings 
attached and that the purpose is always in
filtration of personnel with a view to eventu
ally taking the country over. 

To neutralize it successfully does not mean 
to appropriate more money. But it may 
mean conducting our economic activities in 
a different way. 

I agree with Mr. Lodge about Commu
nist tactics, but I say that unless we re
turn to the principle of the inviolability 
of private property, all we do will be in 
vain. Let me call attention to a speech 
made by an · eminent economist. He 
believes that through cooperation of the 
peoples of the free world these problems 
can be solved. He is no stranger to the 

United States, although be is a citizen of 
the Federal Republic of Gennany, . our 
partner in the defense of the free world. 
He is Mr. Hermann J. Abs, who addressed 
the Society to Promote the Protection of 
Foreign Investments in Cologne, Ger
many, on March 27, 1956. The title of 
his address is ''Free Enterprise and In
ternational Protection of Private Inter
ests-Precondition for a .Sound . World 
Economy.'' I ask unanimous . consent 
that his remarks be added as an append
age to my address. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BIBLE 
in the chair). Is there objection? The 
·Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

(See .exhibit 1.) . 
· (The legislative cleric resumed reading 
Mr. LANGER's statement, as follows:) 

Mr. LANGER. I appeal to President 
Eisenhower to put an end to the con
fusion, and lead the way back to basic 
American principles. 

The press gave much publicity 
throughout the country to what Ambas
sador Lodge said when he returned from 
his tour of the Middle Ea,st and Africa. 
Strangely enough, however·, the Amer:. 
ican press was silent when important 
statements were made in West Germany 
less than 3 weeks ago. I am sure that 
if the Congress of the United States had, 
during this month, ratified a, new treaty 
of friendship with the Federal Republic 
of Germany, it would not only have been 
printed in the press in the United States, 
but in all the newspapers in West Ger
many. 
·· _How does it happen, however, that on 
April 12, 1956, the Federal Republic of 
Germany r~tified the new Treaty of 
Friendship, Trooe and Shipping with the 
United States, and although the news 
was published throughout Germany.and 
the United Press, although the Asso
ciated Press and the International News 
Service, in fact all of the press services 
in Germany, carried the story and put 
it on their cables to their New York of
fices, their cable offices in New York did 
not put one word on their wires to the 
newspapers in the United States on the 
ratification of this important treaty? I 
wonder whether this was because mem
bers of all the political parties making 
up the West German Government rose 
before the vote on this treaty and pro
tested against the continued confisca
tion of the private property of their citi
zens in the United States? Only last 
week a former general manager of the 
Associated Press protested against the 
Government censorship which is still 
going on. Is this a case of Government 
censorship, the withholding of vital in
formation that the American people 
are entitled to know, or do we still have a 
·conspiracy of silence . in the United 
States to drive from the minds of men 
that there is anything sacred about pri
vate property? The West German peo
ple a,re our partners, our friends, and 
yet we continue to hold onto their private 
property which everyone knows now was 
brought about by Communist traitors in 
our Government. 

It is high time that the American peo
ple begin to realize that every nation of 
the free world has been and continues to 
be infiltrated by Communist agents and 

spies. We will find them in a Demo• 
cratic administration and in a Repub
lican administration. That is the way 
the Communists work. 

The administration continues to with
hold more than 50,000 words of docu
mentation of the Yalta Conference. · 
They have not, as yet, released any of the 
documentation of the second Quebec 
Conference which preceeded the Yalta 
Conference and the Potsdam Conference 
which followed. I demand that these 
papers be made available. I am positive 
they will show further that President 
Roosevelt and President Truman at no 
time supported a confiscation policy the 
taking of the private property of Ger~an 
civilians throughout the entire world, 
but were~ unalterably opposed to it. I 
demand that these papers be produced. 

I appeal to President Eisenhower to 
put an end to this confusion and lead the 
way back to· basic American principles. 

I subniit that to return these proper
ties only in part, as the administration 
has suggested to Congress, as a matter of 
grace, would be a ratification of Com
munist principle, alien to our historical 
.t_\merican position. Only Communist
~ontrolled governments claim the right 
to confiscate private property of persons 

. and corporations without full compensa
tion. 

To return some ,of these properties in 
part as a matter of grace would ratify 
a Communist promulgated plot and basic 
Communist principles. 

I know the Communists have created 
great confusion in the Office of Alien 
Property, Department of State, and there 
are many knotty problems, relating to 
full return, but I ask President Dwight 
D. Eisenhower no'! to listen to those who 
advocate compromise but to heed the 
words of Benjamin Franklin, who, when 
faced with a very knotty problem and 
when advised to compromise, said: 

We will stick with principles and the knots 
will untie themselves. 

EXHIBIT 1 
FREE ENTERPRISE AND INTERNATIONAL PROTEC• 

TION OF PRIVATE INTERESTS-Pll.ECONDITION 

FOR A SOUND WORLD ECONOMY 

(Address of Herman J. Abs, in Cologne, on 
March 27, 1956, upon incorporation of the 
Gesellschaft zur Forderung des Schutzes 
von Auslandsinvestitionen e. V. (Society 
To Promote the Protection of Foreign In
vestment)) 
The "German miracle.'' accepted slogan 

for postwar economic recovery in Western 
Germany which many of us must confess 
to have helped popularize. has lately evoked 
both justified and unjustified foreign de
mands upon the Federal Republic and the 
West German economy. Similarly, the Fed
eral Minister of Finance's bulging till is an 
inducement for taxpayers and other inter
ested parties to scramble for what they claim 
as their rightful shares of the overflow. as 
long as the going is good. This proves once 
again that wealth is not without its sacri
fices. certai:::i contributions toward the com
mon welfare being rightfully demanded from 
those who can afford to part with some of 
tllei: affluence. 

German economic recovery is undeniable 
and not exclusively owed to the untiring la
bors of our people. Many favorable fac
tors have ·been equally effective, last but not 
least the decisive material and moral assist
ance given to us during the first postwar 
years by our former enemies. particularly the 
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United States of America. Yet, all these 
effort s and aids would have been in vain
on this point I think all Germans agree
tr the previous directed or controlled econ
omy had not incidentally been replaced by 
a practically free market economy; i. e., if 
t'he brakes had not been removed which for 
years had repressed the natural impulsion 
of private initiative and free enterprise. 

On tliis occasion it must be stressed once 
more that, as far as Western Germany is 
concerned, the bold decision to break with 
the past is owed in the first place to the 
Federal Minister of Economics who has 
spoken before me. Without being preten
tious I may say that this new policy, even 
internationally, has contributed much to
ward hollowing out the state-controlled eco
nomic systems which had been built up in. 
many countries as a result of two world 
wars. We all know that restoration of free 
ente!"prise has since had exceedingly whole
some effects on the standard of living of 
peoples in the Western World. 

We must continue steadily along this path 
if present achievements are to be confirmed· 
and further progress made toward the final 
goal of an absolutely free world economy, 
based on mutual confidence-in spite and 
because of the new countermining attacks 
recently being made from the East. 
· I began my address by alluding to Ger
man economic recovery and to · our obliga-~ 
tions resulting therefrom. The European 
countries were among the first beneficiaries 
of United States reconstruction aid. Now, 
Europe for her part is rightly expected to 
lend economic assistance both to countries 
which -are in the process of development and· 
to countries experiencing difficulties due to 
general adverse circumstances. As the Fed
eral Minister of Ecdnomics has just stated, 
we are entirely conscious of our obligations 
and convinced that it is necessary to give 
these countries investment and credit aid 
thereby helping them to Taise the standard: 
of living_ of their peoples to a recent level. 

Apart from development projects of basic
character and from exceptional cases, where 
specific circumstances or overdimensional. 
tasks are at stake, this aid can be given and 
taken ·in the first place by means of private 
capita} and enterprise. Indeed, private ini
tiative must prevail if we intend continuing 
along the road toward our recognized ideal,· 
a free world economy. 

Quite apart from the fact that n ational. 
budgets, particularly in Europe, are too
strained to be able to assume additional ob
ligations in this field, a state which, beyond 
supervising and . directing economic policy, 
undertakes definitely to act as an entrepre
neur and creditor on a large scale, is inevi
tably drawn in a direction. ultimately .culmi
nating__ in .0.Yei:all State. control. 

History proves that the present stage :of 
eeenomic development in both the European 
countries and the United States of America
would never have been reached without effi
cient and profit-seeking private initiative and· 
the pioneer spirit of large and small entrepre-· 
neurs. So-called capitalism, like all other
human phenomena, ~ertainly has its weak· 
points, faults, and misuses. Yet, compared 
with any form of State controlled economy it 
has the decisive advantage of being best 
adapted to the peculiarities of human na
ture. The State as an entrepreneur is neces...
sarily apt to operate clumsily and uneco-. 
~omically, because efficiency and profitabil
ity, which are stimulated by free enterprise, 
have no more than indirect influence upon
State actions. Numerous public institutions, 
particularly in less developed countries, 
which had been established to develop the, 
resources of these areas, have failed because 
they were called upon to assume functions 
which Government cannot be expected to 
execute. Also, it is more difficult for such 
public enterprises to attract private, espe_, 
cially foreign capital, than for 'private cor-· 

porations, because the former are subject to 
State interference, a circumstance which al
ways entails great risks for the investor. 

On the other hand, close collaboration be
tween private enterprise, particularly in de
veloping the productive potential of those 
areas. promotes cooperation between the na
tive populations and · foreigners, makes it 
easier for both to appreciate their respective 
problems, strengthens their sense of responsi
bility, conduces to a more profitable choice 
and operation of projects, and awakens new 
i!}terest and more widespread activity. This 
is essential, if the development of these econ
omies is to be borne upward by all classes 
of the indigenous people. If. thanks to such 
collaboration, these people feel convinced 
that they are taking an increasing share in 
the construction and extension of their econ
omy, a conviction which is already wide
spread today in nations with an advanced 
capitalistic system, the construction work 
will proceed on a solid and evolutionary 
basis. At the same time, indigenous key 
personnel and skilled labor are bound to come 
forth and will soon be in a position to assume 
full responsibility on a broad scale. 

This should not prevent the State from 
lending initial assistance, as it did in Ger
many atfer the end of the last war. But 
even in such circumstances, the State should 
never act as an entrepreneur, but pay chief· 
attention to fostering and protecting private· 
initiative. In this connection, permit me to 
draw attention to pertinent statements 
made in March 1955 by the vice president of 
the International Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development, Mr. Robert L. Garner, con
cerning the purpose of the International 
F inance Corporation. The IFC 'is typical for 
the consistent efforts of the Western World, 
particularly the United States of America, to 
arouse greater interest among private capi
talists and entrepreneurs in foreign invest
ments, primarily in important projects in 
such. areas all over the world the economies 
of which are .on the verge of fuller develop-. 
ment. 

Eager- as private business and the banks 
are to contribute in this manner to creating 
a free,-world economy and thereby raising 
t;he standard of living amq11g all peoples, it is 
not easy for them to act accordingly con
sidering the limited means and opportuni
ties at their disposal. Beside other handi
caps, two particularly important conditions 
are lacking: 
- 1. Administrative, tax. and other regula

tions often make it difficult for foreign in-· 
vestors to become active, acquire participa-. 
tions, and to stand their ground on an equal 
footing with nationals and firms of the coun
tries in question. 
. 2. In some parts, tendencies are recently· 

gaining headway either to make untenable 
foreign investments and discourage other 
foreign interests by discriminating meas
ures. or, what .is far worse, to block or even 
expropriate the foreign capital and assets al~ 
ready invested. 

Point 1 is a special matter not included in 
the subject of my talk today. Ne\;ertheless, 
i,t is exceedingly important inasmuch as free, 
nondiscriminatory treatment is a funda-,. 
mental precondition for major investments 
of private capital abroad. Governments 
which are interested in their countries• de
velopment should give greater attention to' 
this question than ·heretofore. 
. The second problem-the security of for-· 
eign investments-is our chief concern to-· 
day and even more important and decisive
than the first. Without the guaranty that 
invested capital will remain the investor's 
property, bear interest, and be repaid in 
due time, it will be impossible to mobilize 
sufficient private capital for foreign projects. 
It must not be forgotten that private capi
tal both in Europe and the United States 
has sufficient opportunities to work profit
ably at home without having to assume the 

additional risks regularly connected with for
eign investment. After all, the private capi
talists• funds and the private firms• enter
prise applied in foreign countries are the 
product of their own and their employees' 
and' stockholders' efforts, just as foreign aid 
from public funds can only originate from 
the savings and labor of the creditor coun-· 
try's people. Nobody, and least· of all the 
countries which are in the ·process of develop
ment, will expect the investor to stake these 
assets if he realizes that his foreign invest
ments and thus the proceeds of wol'k done on 
foreign account are being endangered by 
official measures. Only the East can afford 
such risks, because no regard is had there to 
the wage level, standard of living and well- · 
being of its populace. Thls is the only ex
planation for the uneconomical credit .terms 
which the U. S. S. R. has recently been of
fering as an allurement to politically inter
esting countries of the Near, Middle, and Far 
East. 

We have had occasion again only quite 
recently to experience a number of grave 
direct or indirect impairments of foreign · 
interests which prove how thoughtlessly 
some of the countries belonging to the 
Western World and accepting the fundamen
tal Western principles have disregarded the 
inviolability of private rights and property. 
May I call to mind, for instances, the block- , 
ing of the assets of ·numerous firms ·operating, 
with foreign capital by the · Argentin'e 'Gov
ernment. What is the use of international 
rules of law, of property protecting clauses in 
Western constitutions, national laws and · 
numerous commercial treaties, further of · 
declaratlons on the equal treatment and pro-· 
tection of foreign capital made by states- ' 
men in many countries, if they are not un
reservedly observed in practice. The matter 
is all the more serious, because measures to 
discriminate and discourage foreign inves
tors are beginning to multiply again at a 
time when our Western World is fighting des- · 
perately .against Eastern collectivism which 
denies personal freedom and all private · 
property rights. · 
. These recur-ring relapses a.re, attributable 

to past political and economic developments · 
!or which, in the end, responsibility· does not, 
rest with the countries in question but 
rather with the entire Western World. They 
are the fruit of two world wars ·with their 
devastating economic and :financial conse- · 
quences. These war effects have not ori1y· 
caused private rights in the international· 
sphere to be impaired or extinguished. 
Even -within the individual cou·ntries per~ 
sonal rights were overridden. 

1. The rigorous foreign exchange control. 
1-aws hailing from after World War I, for· 
example, were nothing but a form -Of expro- · 
priation as far as the.y forced national sub• 
,tects to liquidate theiT foreign investments 
and deliver the foreign exchange proceeds · 
to their cen ti:al bank,· or if they deprived · 
foreign creditors and investors of the inter
ests on their credits and the profits from 
their investments. The interruption of the 
German foreign debt service before the last 
war was a further example for the radical 
disregard of vested foreign rights, in this 
case not from necessity, but due to unscru-· 
pulous political machinations. 

2. One of the reasons for the general con
fusion over property protection which must 
not· b'e passed" over is- the· policy of confiscat
ing private enemy property practiced as part' 
of total warfare, insofar -as governments went 
to the length of definitely expropriating and 
liquidating such assets. Such confiscations. 
and controls are justified, if the firms which 
are operated with enemy capital or other 
forms of enemy participation, either of their 
own accord or influenced by enemy govern
ment agencies, are in a position or suspect· 
of coun~rmanding th~ opposite party's war· 
efforts. However, the foreign owners of 
vested rights ought to be given back their 
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property or shouid at least be handed oyer approved by the three great Western pow.:. derbidding by means of credit terms will not 
the liquidation proceeds of thej.r assets, as ers if they had realized that, as a result of cease before the practice is abandoned by 
soon as relations between the former enemies the ~utomatic transfer of former German which the deiivering firms, together with 
have been normalized to an extent excluding assets to the Austrian state, the most im- their governments and taxpayers, in addi
the danger of interference with national in- por_tant branches of Austrian industry will tion to the work they are performing for 
terests. This normalization may be assumed remain collective property more or less in- their foreign customers, assume most of the 
where the countries involved have become definitely, together with the enterprises risks connected with the fulfilment of the 
partners and friends and are pulling together which had already b·een nationalized before latters' obligations. The accumulation of 
in politics and economic policy. by the Austr ian Republic. I am not com- too many development projects at a time, 

Only very few countries have declined to plaining about the attendant personal losses which might be the result, contributes to a 
adopt the general practice of liquidating and of the former owners. Scores and scores of further increase -in international indebted
confiscating foreign property; several others, individuals and private firms have in other ness which has already assumed excessive 
among them especially Switzerland and quite fields suffered niuch greater war losses. I proportions in a number of countries. In 
re<:ently Sweden, have recognized the fatal only speak of the effects of this successful this manner, ever less importance is bound 
consequences which the violation of private Soviet move on our world economy and the_ to be attached to the question of profitable
rights will have -for the Western World and consistency of western -freedom. ness by the purchasing countries, and the 
have done their best to make good-for former By this time we have discarded most of suppliers are asked for accommodating 
measures taken agai·nst private foreign- our olq garments and false notions and terms which their national economies are 
property. found our way back to recognizing that the really unable to afford. 

Neither myself nor anyqne in Germany individual and his rights are the fundamental I am convinced that, to the good of their , 
proposes to reproach the countries in ques- and stimulant of economic activity. Yet, countries and populations, the economic 
tion for the interference with foreign prop- we are still burdened with heavy mortgages growth of the less developed areas would 
erty which originated during the war. It is from the past which provide many points of proceed on a more evolutionary, reasonable, 
not for us to throw stones, because we prac- attack for a further infiltration of Commu- and financially sounder basis if both _ sides 
ticed most of the unfortunate violations of nist ideas. were to reassure the full measure of their 
the principles of unviolable-. private rights We have seen how these encumbrances are respective responsibilities-the supplying 
ourselves or even caused them to be em- already standing in the way of bu~lding up country for contracted deliveries and serv
ployed by others-a fact which cannot be a really free world eco_nomy, an economy ices, and the receiving country for the 
stressed often enough. I am solely con- divested of all avoidable risks which would agreed payments. Otherwise, the receiving 
cerned about the common cause of the West- enable us to utilize fully all available eco- economies will be the first to experience set
ern World. In order to carry the victory nomic resources in favor of the less de- backs in their development and a deteriora
in ideological warfare against the East, we veloped areas. Which will be their true tion of their people's standard of living in 
should practice what we teach, otherwise we effects in the event of a general depression the event of possible future depressions, if 
might be defeated with our own weapons. that nobody can prevent in case, for some not before. An excessively forced opening 

Without self-praise I may say that in pur- reason or other, this depression were to as- up of too many of the so-called underdevel-. 
suance of this course of thought we have sume universal dimensions? If, in such an oped areas at a time might even become 
~ ~ ietnp·i;efr tu ... rt:t\Stam~ir-'t1fl:r rt:prrcat1oir·amr ~ evmn;u'a1:rer,-our-an1-cumr·-c:owarcrtn'e-etnYcs -or~ pcni~li'J' rcs~n:,'ioie 'rura gtrrrei-arworm· E!coc. -
credit abroad of the Federal Republic and our "way of life" were still interspersed with nomic depress10n. The present volume of 
German business and to . make amends as contrasting element, there would be little private c~edi~s outstanding fro~ capital 
best we can for the wrongs which have been chance of mastering the situation without goods dellveries is enormous, quite ap:3-rt 
done in the past to the life an~ property of departing from our-principles. The East is fro_m the _state-to-state development credits. 
so many of our .contemporaries: But, much actually waiting --for this moment, knowing :r;n , additwn, European governments a~d. 
still.has to be done in that direction in many that people whose moral principles are :hot oth~rs have . assumed exten~ive guara~ties_ 
fields. Both our Govern,1:nen~, our _ official firmly anchored are particularly susceptible agamst political, and economic foreign z:i~ks._ 
agencjes, and e.very one. of -q.s in G~rmany to temptation and . infiltration when . desti- Jt is e~sy, therefore, to predict the econo_mic, 
must continue to do their very best in order · tute and depressed. _ financial, and ~oral effects on b?th creditors 
to again pay full .regard to individual rights At .this point, ·I should like to give you an a?d d~~t~rs w~i~~ would result if the deb~or 
of foreigners and nationals alike. e ample of how we that is the European in- countries liab~llties were ~o d:finitely r~se 

. . · x . ' . . out of proport10n with their ability to raise 
There _is no need for me to explam that dustr~al states and the United States of and transfer funds for the discharge of their 

communism welcomes the above-mentioned America on the one hand, and the less de- foreign obligations 
diversity of attitudes in our _ Western World veloped countries on the other, are actually Vi d 

1 
thi 1. ht it 

1 
ith i th 

concerning t:iie protectio~ _of private rights contributing t? generate fl!ture ~orld eco- interee':: of fhe d:li;;ring no; r~~eivf!g ~ouri~ 
and.· properties. We positively know that nomic depr~ssions. Every ~ndustnal coun- try to demand that governments create new 
communism has even nurtured such dissen- try _and_ national economy naturally seeks to . financing institutions for the provision of 
sions_ .in order to pre~are th: soil for a _com- mamta~n employment at as steady .. a level export credits which are to run for longer 
munist world rey0Iut10n Vl'.'hlCh, accordmg to as possible-last but not least for social ~ea- terms than justified by the economic cir
recent declarations. made by Mr. ~hru- sons. Other countrie~, in . the first p13:ce cumstances. An appeal of this kind was re
shchev and other Soviet statesmen, is still the those which, a!ter_ havmg discarded colonial cently made in our country. 
final goal aspired by the U. S. S. R. bonds, are begmnmg to_ stand on their o~n The above-mentioned new Soviet economic 

For several reasons many authoritative feet, jus~ as naturally wish to cat?h.up :with offensive in the so-called underdeveloped 
quarters in the West have -failed to see the achievements of the industrialized na- areas of the Near, Middle, and Far East is 
through this game and adopt timely counter- tions. Thus, the aims ~f both gr<;mps are being launched against this vulnerable spot 
measures. In view of the continual military complementary. Yet,_ this _can be _a source in our western economic structure. The 
menace from the East, the mil~tary-strate- of great danger-~hat is, of an excess1v~ strain conditions at which the U.S. S. R. is offering 
gical warding off of open aggress10n ?atui;al- ?n all the parties _concerned-particularly credit and development aids are decidedly 
Iy stood in th~ foreground of intere~t. wh_ile m the field of publlc finance and pa~ances even more . tempting than the assistance 
the defe1;se of western ideologies was neg- of payments .. ~n some . cases, the !nitially wh~ch . the West has been able to propose or 
lected in the delusion that they could be sound competitw~ -for markets am~ng the promise, unless the underlying political im
sufflciently protected by propagating the supplying countnes has b~e~ carried. ~oo plications are · recognized · by the countries 
slogan of our "Western way of life.!' Now far. Often, terms _and conditwns for dellv- concerned. - Certainly, , the western states, 
that Soviet policy has adopted the method eries abr~ad are bem? offered. by ~hese co':n- when offering economic assistance to other 
of subversive disintegration and infiltration, tries which _are entirely. i1;1con~1Stent wit~ countries, also have some political line in 
the many gaps and loopholes in our line of sound financia_l and econo_mic prmciples .. In mincl. But, contrary to Soviet policy, their 
defense are gradually coming to light. In so·me purchasmg countries · such temptmg fundamental idea and purpose is to increase 
the heat of the cold war we had no time to offers naturally may awaken illusions, as if wealth among the peqples of these areas by 
account for the fact that in many respects they might make , spectacular and rapid unfolding their productive potential. In this 
we had been straying from the "Western way progress without undue strain upon their manner they seek to promote the economio 
of life" _in our own garden. A typical exam- financial . or foreign exchange situations. and political independence of such coun
ple is provided by the Austrian Treaty. Consequently, ~hey ~01;1Id accept too many tries to a degree permitting them to even
Certainly, this treaty was a political com- offers of th~t kmd withm too short a perio_d. tually play an important role in the free 
promise and chiefly aimed at the evacua- T~ese i_llusions might even be encouraged if, world, uninfluenced by open or subversive 
tion of Russian troops. Only few realized, in th_e mterest of full e~ployment, a~d con- outside aggression. 
however, that the soviets were no longer sidermg the afore-mentioned uncertamty of T d bt th t the Soviet economy will 
interested in clinging to this small outpost legal protection abroad, the governments of t O 

11 
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of their .military power. To make up for the delivering countries relieve their private ac ua Y ~ a e O u prom ses O n es • 
this unimportant withdrawal, the U. s. S. R. corporations and firms of most of the politi- ment aid is a mistake frequently made in 
planted the seed for a further consistent cal, economic, and transfer risks involved in the West. The area controlled by the 
pursuance of collectivism in Austri_a. For their deliveries and credits by providing state U. S. S. R. has enormous resources and can 
example, the expropriation measures agreed guaranties. This procedure with respect to already boast of an unusual wealth of tech
in the Austrian Treaty to which I ani al- the export of capital goods has become quite nical and organizatory experience. Con
luding would, I believe, hardly have been common ill many countries. Unsound un- trary to democracies in the West, the U. S. 
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s. R. is able to rapidly turn- economic ac
tivity toward new directions and purposes, 
because the Government is absolutely auto
cratic, and no consideration is had of their 
subjects' standard of living and general well
being. Also, the Soviet economic potential 
will become greater as disarmament proceeds, 
which we are all hoping for. 

Yet, even if all or part of the Soviet offers 
were insincere, they are flt to produce per
plexion, undue economic and financial op
timism in countries which so far have not 
had a taste of communism. They conduce 
to multiplying the aforementioned exagger
ations of competition and all the devastating 
consequences for debtors and creditors, sup
pliers and customers, to the disadvantage 
of a sound world economic development. 

The Western World, and last but not least, 
the European countries, realize that the pol
icy of a further unfolding of the economic 
potential in all countries is a condition sine 
qua non for attaining a stable and well-bal
anced period of world economic prosperity, 
and that the less developed areas must re
ceive their" full share from such policy. As 
already mentioned, I consider it the very 
duty of the advanced economies to lend these 
areas economic and financial aid and give 
them advice on the technical and adminis
trative upbuild and operation of their de
velopment projects. In doing so, greater 
stress than heretofore must be laid on the 
following points: 

1. Advancement in these areas must pro
ceed at a pace and in a manner adapted to 
their structure and resources. 

2. Care must be taken to reestablish and 
maintain stability of the currency and bal
ance of payments in these countries, in order 
to avoid inflationary tendencies. 

3. Indigenous capital, labor, and other re
sources must be induced to partake in the 
various projects on a broad line, so as- to 
strengthen their sense of responsibility for 
and interest in the development of their 
economy and lay the foundation for the 
growth of national capital markets. 

In this manner it will be possible to avoid 
or correct many of the mistakes which had 
been made during the last century in de
veloping the industrial countries in Europe 
and Nort h America, and even more recently: 
in opening up new countries. Naturally, .all 
this calls for mutual confidence and co
operation between the giving and receiving 
economies, whereby I wish to emphasize that 
this cooperation in operating and completing 
the common projects must amount to a form 
of true partnership, in which none of the 
parties can take advantage over the other. 
To this end, the foremost responsibility lies 
with those who invest their capital in the 
economies of the receiving countries. In 
particular, in developing and u t ilizing nat
ural resources, it is very important that due 
consideration is had of the national inter
ests of the countries concerned. On the 
other hand, these countries must see to it 
that the capital employed to their benefit 
and the plants erected with the help of for
eign funds or materials are permitted to 
operate unhampered and on an equal foot
ing in every respect. Further, guaranty 
must be given that foreign creditors and in
vestors may dispose of the proceeds of their. 
efforts and that the receiving countries will 
engage to abstain from measures designed . 
to block, confiscate, or expropriate the vested 
foreign interests. This principle, of course, 
must be reciprocally recognized and prac
ticed. 

At this point, I refer to a suggestion which 
I already made last year, namely, the conclu
sion of an international Magna Carta, by 
which if possible all countries in the free 
world engage to respect and protect right
Cully acquired foreign property and other 
foreigners' rights. By this Carta, the con
tracting parties should submit to sanctions 
determined by an international arbitration 
court in the case of proven violations of this 

fundamental agreement. Perhaps it might 
be suitable for the Magna Carta to embody 
general basic rules concerning the fair treat
ment of foreign investments. May I recall 
that as early as in 1931, the International 
Chamber of Commerce adopted a resolution 
which envisaged the same manner of protect
ing foreign rights. Unfortunately, this res
olution was not carried into effect as a result 
of the aforementioned unfortunate develop
ments. Similar ideas are found in the report 
of President Eisenhower 's Commission on 
Foreign Economic Policy, published in 1954 
and universally known as the Randall report. 

The conclusion of a Magna Carta of this 
kind would entail the following great ad
vantages: 

1. It will be sure to give an important 
stimulus to the revival and unfolding of pri
vate initiative. Further, it will contribute 
decisively toward reestablishing sound rela
tions between governments and private busi
ness. 

2. It will create a stable fundament and 
favorable atmosphere for a more extensive 
investment of foreign capital and technical 
and material resources in construction and 
development projects, particularly in all the 
new areas all over the world. 

3. This Magna Carta is the key to financial 
and economic stability and responsibility in 
the national and international sphere, both 
of which are absolutely essential if further 
progress is to be made toward developing a 
free, healthy, and balanced world economy. 

4. It will contribute decisively toward re
establishing international confidence and 
legal security and at the same time provide 
effective evidence of the free world's firm 
belief in the inviolability of private rights 
and interests. 

5. The Carta will support the moral but
tress of the free world which we have erected 
against the property-denying forces of com
munism. 

6 . It will contribute to realizing the ideal 
of all devoted champions -of freedom, which 
is to see the respect for individuals and their 
vested rights reinstated as the unwritten law 
of nations. 

I am well aware that great efforts on all 
sides are needed to create the proper atmos
phere for an international convention of 
this kind. As a preliminary, but essential 
preparatory task, past mistakes in the treat
ment of the private rights of foreign na
tionals must be made good, misunderstand
ings and distrust removed, and the entire 
attitude toward this important problem re
vised with a view to reaching our common 
goal. 

Ladies and gentlemen, we are at a turn
ing point in our struggle for the mainte
nance of freedom and the elementary rights 
of all peoples. The Communist intention 
to exert direct influence on world events, 
proclaimed at this year's Congress of the 
Soviet Party, the new Communist economic 
policy, insofar as it is to be carried beyond 
the eastern sphere of influence, and the new 
orders given to form peoples-front govern
ments in the western countries, have surely 

. opened our eyes to the crossroads lying ahead 
of us. The battle can only be won if we 
realize the whole implication of our own 
principles, carry them into effect without 
compromise, and reinstate them wherever 
and for whichever reason they were departed 
from or neglected during the past. This is 
the only way to resist underhand commu
nistic disintegration activity, particularly in 
times of depression. It is the only means 
of finding a suitable platform from which 
to ward off political encroachment of the 
U .. S. S. R. in the international economic 
sphere by constructive international coop
eration among ourselves. 

For very good reasons Germany is par
ticularly concerned about future develop
ments. We have first experience of politics 
during the previous German regime and the 
devastating effects they had on individual 

rights. · Consequently, we -are able to see 
clearly through the continually progressing 
infringement of personal freedom and pri
vate property in the parts of Germany on 
the other side of the Elbe, where, according 
to recent proclamations of influential Soviet 
statesmen, the present political system is to 
be perpetuated as a precondition for Ger
man reunification. If this demand of the 
Soviets is given way to even in the least 
degree, the rest of Europe might easily be 
carried away by the Communist current. 

Most of the founders of the newly estab
lished Gesellschaft zur Forderung des 
Schutzes von Auslandsinvestitionen (society 
to promote the protection of foreign invest
ment) belong to important circles of Ger
man political and business life and have an 
intimate knowledge of the perils surround
ing us. They feel it to be their responsi
bility to help the world realize the extent 
of these dangers in the economic sphere and 
to seek and win friends and promoters of 
their cause all over the world. 

We realize that, in order to reach the 
aspired ends, a great measure of insight and 
courage is needed, if only to discard mis
guided principles and practices of the law. 
But we know that many authoritative per
sonalities as well as scores of unknown per
sons in the western world share our prin
ciples and give much thought to finding 
ways and means of emerging from our pres
ent dilemma. I am thinking, in the first 
place, of outstanding men in the United 
States of America. This freedom-loving 
country is particularly awake to the common 
problems because, by tradition, it has· 
adopted the cause of the individual and the 
protection of his rights. In the shape of 
Government a,id and private foreign invest
ments the United States of America owns 
by far the most extensive interest abroad. 
By its i.nfluential position in the political 
world, its wealth and capital resources, the 
country feels particularly responsible for the 
continued advancement of the free world 
economy and the welfare of all peoples. 
Only recently, Americans of both the great 
parties, e.g., the Senators JOHNSTON, KNOW• 
LAND, LANGER, WILEY, and others have ex
pressed their concern as to the maintenance 
of international protection of rights all over 
the world. Their concern is a result of the 
very same events and developments which 
I have described today. 

In conclusion, I trust I have been able 
to contribute a modest but ceinstructive 
share toward propoga ting and promoting the 
cause which, together with many of my 
countrymen, I have very much at heart. I 
hope this will give new impulse to all of 
us living in our world who share our fun
damental ideals and are earnestly intent 
upon helping to assure the development of 
a secure, flourishing, free universal economy. 

. Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask ·unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SCOTT in the chair). Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

REQUIREMENT OF JUDICIAL EXPE
RIENCE FOR APPOINTEES TO THE 
SUPREME COURT 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, last 

year, on March 14, 1955, I introduced 
s. 1440, which would add to section I of 
title 28 of the United States Code the 
requirement that. at least 1 of each 2 
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successive appointees to the office of As
sociate Justice of the Supreme Court of 
the United States would have at least 10 
years' judicial experience before being 
nominated to that office. 

This bill was introduced because I felt 
it necessary that some qualifications of 
judicial experience should be a requisite 
for at least one-half of the nominees for 
this post and as a result of the fact that 
in recent years such experience has not 
been considered of prime importance by 
those persons who advise the President 
on his selection of nominees. 

It seems to me that during the last 25 
years the judicial branch has been the 
most neglected branch of our Govern
ment. But I believe it is still the most 
important branch of our great constitu
tional system. 

This is not a personal . attack on the 
character of any of the present members 
of the Court. Most of them have 
achieved eminence in other fields of gov
ernment or the legal profession, but the 
fact remains that the cumulative prior 
judicial experience of the present Su
preme Court is less than 10 years. 

Mr. President, a seasoned justice is 
not created overnight. Judicial matu
rity is attained only after long years of 
painstaking study, research, and analy
sis. His experience should be gained 
under conditions where his aberrations 
and deviations from the law will be 
brought forcefully home in reversals by 
higher courts. He should not be placed 
in a position where his errors will be per
petuated in the law books for generations 
to come. A judicial approach is the re
sult of years of development; it is the 
essence of self-restraint. Historically, 
the most effective check on the Supreme 
Court of the United States has been its 
own self-restraint. 

Located, as it is, at the very apex of 
government, with its vast power to 
strike down State and congressional 
laws, and any and all parts of State con
stitutions, requires that men selected to 
fill its numbers be the best qualified in 
the entire United States. Certainly the 
best qualification is experience. 

s. 1440 was introduced in good faith, 
although I was aware of the implicit con
stitutional question involved. The ques
tion of establishing qualifications for of
fices prescribed by the Constitution it
self has never been settled definitely to 
my satisfaction. Subsequently, I have 
sought the opinions of several authori
ties on constitutional law, and the very 
variety of their opinions indicates to me 
the magnitude and the complexity of the 
question. I do not want an unanswered 
constitutional question to delay further 
consideration by the Senate of this im
portant problem. 

The President has historically been 
considered to have an untrammeled 
choice in making nominations, and 
there is considerable authority to the ef
fect that this is a valid exercise of the 
Executive power under the separation of 
powers embodied in our Constitution. 

Conceding then, for the moment, that 
such congressional or legislative act 
would be in contravention of the Presi
dent's prerogatives, what is the con
stitutional duty of the Senate in respect 
to the process of appointment? 

The answer is found in the Constitu
tion itself. Article II, section 2, of the 
Constitution provides that the President 
"shall have power, by and with the ad
vice and consent of the Senate, to make 
treaties, provided two-thirds of the Sena
tors present concur; and he shall nomi
nate, and by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, shall appoint Am
bassadors, other public ministers and 
consuls, Judges of the Supreme Court, 
and all other officers of the United States, 
whose appointments are not herein 
otherwise provided for, and which shall 
be established by law; but the Congress 
may by law vest the appointment of such 
inferior officers, as they think proper, in 
the President alone, in the courts of law, 
or in the heads of departments." 

In the earliest days of our history, 
-President Washington solicited advice 
on his appointments and considered 
recommendations at great length before 
making his nominations to fill positions. 
With the growth of the two-party system 
in our country, however, the Senate's 
advice to the Executive in regard to 
nominations has been a totally neglected 
constitutional obligation. The function 
is now performed apparently by the De
partment of Justice or the Attorney Gen
eral of the United States, himself an ap
pointee of the President. It is, indeed, 
curious that this constitutional duty of 
the Senate should have, through neglect, 
crossed the line of the separation of pow
ers and devolved to the Department of 
Justice-or the Attorney General-the 
chief litigant in our Federal courts. 

The phrase "advice and consent'' is not 
a new or novel concept, nor was it origi
nal at the time it was written into the 
Constitution. While its origin may be 
obscure, former Senator Pepper, in his 
oral argument before the Supreme 
Court in Myers against United States, 
traced this important phrase back to 759 
when he said: 

The story, in English constitutional his
tory, of the phrase "advice and consent" is 
coincident with the whole story of the rise 
and development of English parliamentary 
government. I find the phrase first used 
back in the eighth century, 759, when a 
Northumbrian king does such and such 
things with the "advice and consent" of hie 
wise men. It comes down through M:;,..gna 
Carta. It comes down through all tha ages. 
And when in 1787 it became necessary, as 
between those who were championing a 
strong executive and those who were cham
pioning the legislature, to find a middl~ 
ground, it was provided, in the language of 
old English law, that such-and-such things 
should be done by the President "with the 
advice and consent" of the Senate. 

In America, I find that it was used in 
the second charter of the Massachusetts 
Bay Colony, in 1691. 

Records of the Constitutional Conven
tion indicate that, when the question of 
the appointive power was considered, an 
impressive group of delegates, including 
Benjamin Franklin, of Pennsylvania, 
urged that the Senate should have this 
sole responsibility. Alexander Hamil
ton, the Great Federalist, although in:. 
sisting upon Executive nominative 
power, suggested that the Senate should 
have the power of "rejecting or approv
ing" a nomination made by the Presi
dent. 

It was, however, Delegate Gorham, of 
Massachusetts, who, after pointing out 
that this method had been in use in his 
Commonwealth for 140 years, was suc
cessful in having "advice and consent" 
inserted in our Constitution, as it re
mains today. 

"Consent" may well have been the 
power which Hamilton sought to have 
conferred on the Senate. It implies and 
means a concurrence of will or agree
ment. Hearings preceding confirmation 
usually determine whether consent · to 
the appointment will be given or with
held. 

However, no action is normally taken 
by the Senate to advise the Executive 
prior to the nomination of a particular 
person to fill a vacancy in a constitu
tional office. 

This I suggest be done by action of 
the Senate, and I am today submitting 
a resolution to set forth and prescribe 
the minimum qualifications which the 
Senate would apply in confirming fu
ture appointments. 

Mr. President, I ask uanimous con
sent that the resolution be printed in 
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, for 
emphasis, I point out that this device in 
no way interferes with the discretion of 
the President in making his selection, 
but is, in essence, a restraint upon the 
future discretion of the Senate in its 
unique function of confirmation. 

Other qualifications may occur to Sen
ators, and while more restrictive criteria 
than mere professional experience· may 
be the subject of debate on their merits, 
I feel that by the use of the Senate reso
lution our constitutional duty to provide 
a lawful and helpful guide to the Presi
dent, regardless of who he may be, is one 
method of returning to the spirit and 
letter of our Constitution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out object~on, the resolution submitted 
by the Senator from Mississippi will be 
received and appropriately referred. 

The resolution (S. Res. 264), submit
ted by Mr. STENNIS, was received, and 
referred to the Committee on the Judici
ary, as follows: 

Resolved, That from and after the date of 
adoption of this resolution, at least 1 of 
each 2 successive nominees confirmed by 
the Senate for the office of Associate Justice 
of the Supreme Court shall, at the time of 
the confirmation, have had at least 10 years 
of judicial service. For the purpose of this 
paragraph, "judiqial _service" means service 
as a justice of the United States (as defined 
in sec. 451 of title 28, U. S. C.), a judge of a 
court of appeals or district court, or a justice 
or judge of the highest court of a State or 
of any other State court having general 
jurisdiction. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, had 
this standard of selection obtained for 
the last 25 years, I doubt that we would 
have heard of "paramount rights" which 
produced, instanter, a new Constitution 
law doctrine in the submerged and tidal 
land cases; I doubt that we would have 
seen the finger of scorn pointed judicial· 
ly at judicial precedent and contempo
raneous legislative construction in order 
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to open a new area of Federal power in 
locally maintained public schools 
throughout the country. I doubt that 
we would have seen a case remanded to 
the very board whose constitutionality 
was in issue as in the Communist Party 
case decided Monday, April 30. Such 
startling concepts are hardly a stabiliz
ing influence in our Government. 

WITHDRAWAL OF SOVIET ARMED 
FORCES FROM NEIGHBORING 
COUNTRIES 
Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, on May 

10, Members of Congress marked the 
anniversary of the independence day of 
free Rumania, but there is something 
much more practical that Congress can 
do for the victims of the Soviet colossus. 

Today, Rumania is occupied by 30,000 
Soviet troops. 

That is our official estimate. 
Rumanian sources put the numbers 

at from three hundred thousand to five 
hundred thousand. 

I am told that, as always, they occupy 
strategic positions like the coast of the 
Black Sea, where they can threaten 
Turkey, and the borders from which they 
can quickly move westward. 

The presence of Soviet troops on the 
soil of Rumania is a direct violation of 
the peace treaty of 1947 and the Austrian 
Treaty of 1955. 

There are officially 30,000 Soviet troops 
in Hungary in violation of the same 
agreements. 

We have seen clearly in t he recent 
hearings of the Internal Security Sub
committee that even a few Soviet agents, 
and their armed thugs, can kidnap on 
American soil those to whom we gave 
asylum, and leave no trace of them ex
cept a bloody shirt, a dismantled room, 
and letters from the sailors saying they 
refused absolutely to see the Soviet 
agents who wanted to brainwash them. 

Is the United States going to sit idly 
by, as usual, while the Soviet Union 
fl.aunts its violations of its t reaty pledges? 

We have simple legal remedies under 
these violated treaties. 

Why has our Government failed to 
invoke them? 

The treaties were signed in 1947. 
We were signatories along with the So

viet Union. 
The treaties provided that the U. S. 

S. R. could keep Soviet troops in Rumania 
and Hungary, to maintain its lines of 
communication with Austria. 

This was incredible on the face of it. 
The shortest and most convenient lines 

between the U. S. S. R. and Austria lie 
outside Rumanian territory. 

The Krakow line is only 400 miles long, 
and is far better equipped than the lines 
through Rumania, which are 800 or 
900 miles long. 

The number of supporting troops was 
also fantastic. 

Secretary Byrnes tried again and again 
at the conference of foreign ministers to 
limit the Soviet forces to 5,000 men, even 
when they were supposed to have lines 
to guard. 

This absurd provision in the peace 
.treaties merely gave the Soviet Union 
. 10 years of immunity in which to com-

munize, by force, these two freedom-lov
ing nations. These treaties signified that 
the Soviet troops would leave Rumania 
and Hungary not more than 90 days after 
completion of the treaty with Austria. 

As we well know, the Soviet Union de
layed the signing of the Austrian Treaty 
for 8 years, but it finally went into effect 
on July 27, 1955. 

The 90 days have come and gone, and 
Soviet troops are still on the soil of pre
sumably independent states. The puppet 
rulers of the satellites boast that they 
asked the Soviet Government to keep its 
forces in their country in spite of the 
treaty pledge, because of the "threat" of 
NATO. 

Has our Government protested these 
violations of solemn international agree
ments? No, indeed. On the contrary 
both Communist governments were re
cently rewarded with admission to the 
United Nations, through the infamous 
"package deal." 
· The Soviet Union imposed its puppet 

government on Rumania by force, on 
March 6, 1945. At that very moment, 
Rumania had 19 divisions, or over 300,000 
men, fighting alongside the allies, in 
Hungary and Czechoslovakia. 

The Communist governments of Ru
mania and Hungary still exist only by 
means of bayonets and other farms of 
armed force. Apparently they dare not 
try to carry on without Soviet armed pro
tection. They still continue to murder 
their politic;al opponents, and leave their 
bodies unburied in the streets. 

If Soviet troops occupy key points in 
these countrie~. how are they sovereign 
states? On what basis are they counted 
as sovereign states in United Nations vot-
ing? · · 

How many Charley McCarthy govern
ments is the Soviet Union going to be 
allowed to vote in the United Nations 
against our interests and our security, 
while she laughs at our softness? 

The 1947 peace treaties provide that 
any dispute about interpretation of any 
clause is to be referred first to the heads 
of mission of the parties involved. If 
they cannot settle the dispute within 2 
months, it is to be referred to a commis
sion composed of-

One representative of each party and a 
third member selected by mutual agreement 
of the two parties from nationals of a third 
country. 

Should they fail to agree within 1 
month upon the appointment of a third 
member, then-

The Secretary General of the United Na
tions may be requested by either party to 
make the appointment. 

This simple machinery lies right at 
hand; but it has never been invoked by 
the United States, to insist that Soviet 
troops withdraw from areas outside their 
borders, or that their puppets lose the 
status of members of the United Nations. 

The issue concerns both our honor 
and our security. 

When · the Austrian treaty was before 
us, I said on the floor of the Senate that 
the agreement was a serious threat to 
American national defense. Neutraliza
tion of Austria was totally unlike the 
neutrality of the Swiss. The Swiss are 
armed with-all the military strength they 

need to repel hostile threats to their lib
erty, but Austria was made into a dis
armed and helpless victim waiting un
protected in a no-man's land between 
East and West. 

The device of neutralization was" de
signed to carve a new ring of satellites 
out of the free world, in order to protect 
past Spviet conquests and soften up a 
new area, which will be gradually trans
formed into new satellites, closer to us. A 
neutralized Austria was meant to be a 
smokescreen behind which the conquest 
of its neighbors could be carried to the 
bitter end, while the Soviet leaders 
traveled abroad to talk of peaceful co
existence. It is a "Cordon Sanitaire," in 
reverse, which protects the Soviet con
quests from sight of the West, and bars 
the subject people from any help. 

I have pointed out again and again 
that every addition to the Soviet system 
of satellite and neutralist states 
strengthens the Soviet war machine, and 
weakens the military and political 
strength of the United States. In addi
tion, every victory of communism is a 
carefully calculated warning to the re
sistance leaders in the satellite states 
and t"o the anti-Communist leaders of 
the still free nations of Western Europe 
that the United States has abandoned 
them. 

Politically and militarily, we are in 
retreat. In our apparent security and 
pleasant luxury, we may ignore for a 
while the clear meaning of these Soviet 
moves; but the resistance leaders and 
the West European anti-Communists are 
closer to the day of execution. Their 
m inds are cleared by the nearness of 
.danger. They know defeat and death 
are brought immeasurably closer to them 
by our submission to Soviet violations of 
its plighted word. 

We know the time bomb is set for us 
also. Every step we take to dismantle 

. the Soviet war machine in the satellite 
nations is a vital link in American de
fense. 

I submit a resolution, asking that the 
President authorize the Secretary of 
State to insist forthwith on withdrawal 
of Soviet armed forces in neighboring 
countries in violation of its solemn com
·mitments. If that fails, the resolution 
-proposes that we close the embassies 
and all consulates of both nations, and 
have the American Ambassador to the 
United Nations insist upon the removal 
of these nations from the United Nations 
on the ground that they are subject 
provinces of the Soviet Union. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion (S. Res. 265) submitted by Mr. JEN

NER was received and referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that the President should greatly strengthen 
the military defense of the United States and 
our position in the field of psychological war
fare with world communism, by directing the 
Secretary of State to insist forthwith on the 
withdrawal of all Soviet armed forces from 
Rumania and Hungary, in accordance with 
the pro.visions of the 1947 and 1955 treaties. 

SEC. 2. It is further the sense of the Senate 
· that, if the Soviet Government refuses to 
honor its treaty obligations, it is the solemn 
duty of this Government to close· the em
bassies and consulates of Rumania and Hun • 
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gary in this country, and to demand, through 
our representatives to the United Nations, 
the expulsion of these governments from the 
United Nations on the ground that they are 
occupied provinces of the Soviet Union. 

NIAGARA RIVER POWER 
DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, the de
velopment of hydroelectric power at 
Niagara Falls, N. Y., was first undertaken 
by private enterprise about 60 years ago, 
Since that time there have been many 
·proposals for additional development of 
power at that location. Such develop
ment until recently was not possible, be'." 
cause much of the international water of 
the Niagara River was not properly allo
cated between the United States and 
Canada. 

A treaty between the two countries 
was ratified in 1950 providing for the 
additional diversion of waters at Niag
ara Falls for power purposes, and divid
ing such diversions equally between 
them. The treaty contained a reserva
tion providing that no project for use of 
the United States share of the water 
would be .undertaken until specifically 
authorized by an act of Congress. The 
treaty also provided that either country 
could utilize the other's share of water 
until that country completed its power 
installation. 

Since the ratification of the 1950 
. treaty, . various .bills have been intro
duced in Congress providing for the 
development of the available power on 
the American side of the Niagara River, 
but no action has been completed on 
these . measures. In the meantime, 

.power installations have. been completed 
on the Canadian side, and Canada is now 
utilizing the United States share of the 
water provided by the treaty. 

· The Committee on Public Works has 
. given careful . consideration to , the bills 
introduced in each Congress. Public 
hearings were held for 2 days in 1951. 
In 1953 joint hearings were held with 
the House Committee on Public Works 
for 2 days, and for 9· days on the Senate 
bills. Last year the committee .. held 
hearings for 3 days on this .matter. 

· Some · of- the earlier bills provided for 
the development of power as a,. Federal 
project, but that idea has been discarded, 

, and we no longer are ·concerned with 
proposed legislation of that nature. 
However, as the Senate placed the res
ervation in the treaty · expressly reserv
ing the 'right to Congress to pass legis
lation on how the power is to be . devel
oped, we, the Congress, could authorize 
its development as a Federal project if 
such a course were desired. 

Two bills have been introduced in the 
84th Congress providing for the develop
ment of power at Niagara Falls. One of 
these would direct the Federal Power 
Commission to issue a license to a pri
vate corporation for -development of the 

· power; the · other one would direct· the 
.- C0mmission to issue a license -to the 
State Power Authority of New York, an 
agency of the State of New York, for such 
development, such license to include pro
visions granting preference in the dispo
sition of the power to public agencies, 
municipalities, and cooperatives. 

The State Power Authority of New ,of the taxpayers' money, they should be 
York seeks authority for the specific pur- permitted such course ot action. This 
pose of developing the available power latter procedure has been the established 
at Niagara Falls and the International policy of the Federal Power Act and other 
Rapids section of the st. Lawrence Federal legislation for over 50 years. 
River. The Federal Power Commission The Committee on Public Works rec
granted a license to the Authority for ommends Senate bill 1823 as the most de
development of the St. Lawrence power, sirable method of development. The 
and construction on that project is un- New York State Power Authority is now 
der way. It will be completed in 1958. a going organization. It is ready, will
The State power authority now desires ing, and able to undertake this project. 
a license for developing the Niagara It will dispose of the power to rural and 
power in conjunction with the St. Law- domestic customers, and create wide
rence project. spread benefits to the general public in 

It should be noted that the State power that area. 
authority obtains its funds from the sale The electric power which can be pro
. of revenue bonds, just as any private · duced at Niagara Falls is urgently needed 
company does, without appropriations in the northeastern section of the United 
from the State treasury. No Federal States, and can be produced at less cost 
funds are involved in this case. than at any place on the American Con-

The Committee on Public Works of the tinent. It is estimated that by 1960 
Senate gave long and deliberate con- there will be a demand for 1,500,000 
sideration to the two bills before it, dis·- kilowatts additional capacity in the 
appro'Ved the private-enterprise bill, and Niagara area alone, with a demand for 
reported to the Senate S. 1823, the New 1,600,000 kilowatts in the adjacent areas. 
York State Power Authority bill. The reservation to the treaty provides 

New York State claims ownership of for development "for the public use and 
the waters of the Niagara River. The benefit." The most desirable method of 
private companies recognize this and · conforming with this requirement is by 
now pay the State $1,900,000 annually for public development, with the consumer 
the use of the water which is being uti- safeguards -contained in S. · 1823-. 
lized for power purposes. They have These safeguards include the usual 
stated that they would pay the State preferential rights of public agencies and 
$5 million for the use of the additional · nonprofit cooperative distribution sys
water provided. Had the reservation not . tems to obtain their power supply from 
been placed in the 1950 treaty requir- the Niagara project. They are neces
ing an act of Congress to provide for . sary to effect the proper influence on the 
this power development, both the State high electric rates in the area, which are 
power authority and the private cor- now among the highest in the Nation. 
poration could have made application to The preference provisions contained in 
the Federal Power Commission for a s. 1823 are an important part of any pub
license for such project. lie power development. Preference in 

The Federal Power Act provides that, . disposition of power from such develop
in issuing preliminary permits or liceri- ment by a public nonprofit organization 

. ses, the Commission shall give pref- should be given to other public nonprofit 
erence to applications therefor. by States bodies. Public development and public 
and municipalities, provided the. plans , distribution-the two go hand in hand. 
for the same are deemed by the .Commis.- They cannot be separated. · 

. sion equally well adapted, or shall, with- So we have here a proposal for devel

. in a reasonable time to be fixect by the opment of a wonderful power project by 
Commission, be made equally well a great State agency. If the provisions 
adapted, to conserve and utilize in the of S. 1823 are applied under our tradi-

, public interest the water resources of tional Federal power policies, it will be 
the region. . Under these prov.isions the possible for homes and farms to use more 
Federal Power Commission would ha v.e 
issued the license to the state authority, electricity, and industry in the area to 

· modernize and expand. · 
since both applicants propose the same Standards of living will rise, the econ-
plans for the. power development. , omy . will expand, and . full employment 

The New York and New England area 
has the highest power rate of any section · will result. This expansion of business 
of the country. The · wholesale power ' and industry will increase the regional 
cost to rural electric systems in New prosperity and provide increased reve
York is 1.12 cents per kilowatt-hour, the nues and lower taxes. Public develop
·Nation's average ·is .. 76 cent, an~ it is · ment and low-cost power, with all the 
.58 cent in Alabama. The average cost · consequent benefits, will make a great 
of purchased power to mun.icipalities and contribution to the Public Treasury. 
other publicly owned electr.ic utilities is Mr. President, so far as the bill is con
.97 cent per kilowatt-hour in New York, cerned, I wish to emphasize the fact that 
.44 cent in Tennessee. It is hoped that a it is not going to cost the American Fed
source of cheap, dependable power will · eral taxpayer one penny. Of late, I have 
provide an adequate yardstick, and per- been hearing much a0bout States rights. 
mit lower power rates and greate_r use of The State · authorities of the State of 

. electricity over a large area of the nortl?,- ·· New York will provide the funds to con-
eastern section of our country. · struct the project. 

· It is my belief that, generally, where -------
private enterpris~ is able and willing to 
construct power facilities, it should be 
permitted to do so, but that where going 
public agencies h_ave been organized for 
development of public resources for the 
benefit of all the people, without the use 

GREAT LAKES BULK CARGO 
VESSELS 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President--
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, · a . 

. parliamentary ~nquiry. 
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The PRESIDING OlfFICER. Tbe 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. What is the pend
ing order of business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senate 
bill 3108, to encourage the construction 
of modern Great Lakes bulk cargo ves
sels. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is what I 
thought. Th€ Senator from Michigan 
and I have been here for 2 days, waiting 
to get action on the bill. It is the pend
ing business, and it will not take too long 
to dispose of it. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 3108) to encourage the con
struction of modern Great Lakes bulk 
cargo vessels. 

Mr. POTIER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New York yield to me, in 
order to permit me to speak on the Great 
Lakes bulk-cargo vessels bill? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I shall be very glad 
to yield, if I may do so without losing 
my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears ·none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Then I yield. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Michigan yield? I be
lieve we should have a quorum call at 
this time, before the Senator from Mich
igan begins his remarks. 

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, the dis
tinguished Senator from New York has 
been here all afternoon, as have sev
eral other Senators, including myself, 
waiting to present our views. With that 
in mind, there have been 4 or 5 quorum 
calls. I shall be delighted to yield, if 
the Senator from Delaware so desires. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. There are not more 
than half a dozen Members on the floor 
at this time; and I think the measure 
the Senator from Michigan will discuss is 
of sufficient importance to justify a quo
rum call at this time. 

Mr. POTTER. Very well. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New York [Mr. LEHMAN] 
has the floor. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I should like to have 
a quorum call had at this t ime, before 
debate on the bill begins. In that way 
I believe we shall avoid the necessity of 
considerable repetition. 

Mr. LEHMAN. As a courtesy, I have 
been glad to yield to other Senators, 
with the understanding that in doing so 
I shall not lose the floor. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I merely suggest that 
there be a quorum call at this time, be
fore the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
POTTER] explains the bill. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Of course I have no 
objection to having that done. There
fore, Mr. President, I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum, provided it is under
stood that in doing so, I shall not lose 
my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from New York? 'I'he Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

the roll. . . . 
Mr. JOHNSON of ·Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask· unanimous consent that ·the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. · 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senator from New York [Mr. LEHMAN] 
may yield to the distinguished Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] for not 
to exceed 15 minutes, without losing his 
right to the floor. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Michigan and the Senator 
from Washington wish to present their 
arguments. Why not let them proceed 
first, and then the Senator from New 
York may yield to me for the purpose of 
offering an amendment? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Sen
ator from Delaware wishes to offer an 
amendment, and the Senator from 
Washington and the Senator from 
Michigan wish to answer him. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Neither the Senator 
from Washington nor the Senator from 
Michigan has as yet discussed the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I under
stood that the request which I was mak
ing was satisfactory to the Senator from 
Michigan. 

Mr. POTI'ER. Mr. President, it makes 
no difference to me if the Senator from 
Delaware wishes to offer his amendment 
at this time. However, neither the Sen
ator from Washington nor I have spoken 
on the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Sen
ator from Michigan has no illusions that 
his presentation on the bill will cause 
the Senator from Delaware to forgo 
offering his amendment. 

Mr. POTTER. I gave up that hope 
long ago. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The ma
jority leader thought an understanding 
existed between the two distinguished 
Senators. 

Mr. POTTER. The arrangement sug
gested is agreeable to me. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Frankly, I am per
fectly willing to approach the consid
eration of the bill on the basis that its 
authors and sponsors have no defense for 
its enactment. I think that is the true 
situation. But I wonder if the Senator 
from Michigan or the Senator from 
Washington wishes to allow the RECORD 
to stand that way. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Neither the 
Senator from Washington nor the Sen
ator from Michigan has explained the 
bill in detail. I understand that the 
Senator from Delaware wishes to move 
to recommit the bill. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not know. I 
shall offer an amendment, and may pos
sibly make a motion to recommit the 
bill. But certainly the Senator from 
Washington and the Senator from 
Michigan have a right to present their 
arguments in favor of the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I under
stood that the agreement which I asked 
the Senator to enter into would be ac
ceptable to my friend from Michigan. 
If not, I withdraw the request. The 
Senator from Michigan needs no one 
to protect him. 

Mr. POTTER. The Senator from 
Michigan will lean over backward in ex
tending courtesies to the Senator from 
Delaware. 

Mr.' JOHNSON of Texas. If the Sen
ator from Delaware will do the same for 
the Senator from Michigan, we shall 
make progress. The Senator from Dela
ware can offer his amendment, discuss 
it, and ask for the yeas and nays upo:n. 
it. Tpe Senate can then proceed to 
vote upon his amendment. Then, if 
any other Senator wishes to offer .an 
amendment to the bill, he may do so. 
The Senator from Delaware can then 
make his motion to recommit. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. When would the 
Senator from Washington or the Sena
tor from Michigan have an opportunity 
·to present their arguments in favor of 
the bill? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Whenever 
they choose to speak. That would be up 
to the Senator from Michigan and the 
Senator from Washington, and not to 
the Senator from Texas or the Senator 
from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. There is always too 
much tallc in the Senate, and I do not 
wish to add unnecessarily to the volume 
especially when it is not necessary. If 
there are no arguments for the bill, I 
will not waste time debating against it. 
Let the bill remain on the calendar, and 
die. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. As I under
stand, the Senator from Washington and 
the Senator from Michigan are willing 
to vote on the bill without too much 
talking. 

Does the Senator from Delaware ob
ject to the request? If so, I will with
draw it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The orderly pro
cedure would be for the Senator from 
Washington and the Senator from 
Michigan first to proceed to discuss the 
bill following which I will make my own 
remarks. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I withdraw my request, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from New York may yield to the Sena
tor from Michigan [Mr. PoTTERJ for 10 
minutes, without losing his right to the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the 
Senator from Michigan for his usual 
courtesy. 

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, the bill 
under consideration, Sen:1te bill 3108, is 
not complicated. It is in line with a 
policy which was established in 1936. 

It is a bill to encourage the construc
tion and maintenance of a fleet of pri
vately owned United States-flag Great 
Lakes cargo vessels adequate to supply 
the demands of essential industries for 
basic bulk commodities in time of peace 
and in time of national emergency. Vast 
quantities of basic commodities flow over 
the Great Lakes between Canada and the 
United States in international trade, 
which is open to vessels of all nations. 
Without encouragement from the United 
States, Great Lakes vessels under the 
American flag will be unable to compete 
with foreign vessels for this internation
al trade, because of much greater con
struction and operating costs. The re.:. 
suit will be that the United States fleet 
will diminish to a point where it will ·be 
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sufficient to transport only the Nation's 
peacetime · domestic needs. · 

Past experience has demonstrated that 
in time of war vessels of foreign flags can
not be counted upon to move the quanti
ties of bulk commodities necessary to· 
meet the demands of national defense in
dustries. Without a Great Lakes fleet of 
United States flag vessels of sufficient 
capacity to transport essential commodi
ties in both foreign and domestic com
merce, the industrial strength of the Na
tion will be seriously impaired. 

A tremendous commerce in the move
ment of such vital bulk commodities as 
iron ore, coal, limestone and grain occurs · 
on the Great Lakes. In 1955 that com
merce totaled 193,750,000 tons, of which 
162,650,000 tons were domestic to the 
United States, 7,850,000 tons domestic to 
Canada, and 23,250,000 tons internatton
al between the two countries. 

In recent years, two distinct trends 
have developed in Great Lakes commerce. 
First, international trade between the 
United States and Canada has increased; 
and, second, the portion of such trade 
transported in United States flag vessels 
has become less and less. 

In 1925 the commerce in bulk com
modities between the two countries 
amounted to 9,900,000 tons. In 1955 it 
had increased to 23,250,000 tons, to .which 
may be added 4,750,000 tons of other 
commodities, for a total of 28 million. 
Considerable increase is probable with
in the near future. 

In 1955 the movement of Ontario and 
Quebec-Labrador ores into the United 
States amounted to about 10 million tons. 
FTom Skillings' Mining Review, issue Oc
tober 15, 1955, it would appear that this 
movement will be doubled by 1960.' 

The Lake Superior district supplied 
formerly about 85 percent of the iron ore 
required by the Nation's steel industry. 
Skillings' indicates that by 1970 this per
centage may be reduce,d to about 50 per
cent, with South America, Africa, and 
other overseas sources supplying some
thing more than Canada. 

In time of war, it is inevitable that 
these overseas sources will be cut off. · In 
that event, the Nation will again, as it 
has in past wars, have to rely on the 
Great Lakes area for iron ore and on 
Great Lakes vessels for its transporta
tion. 

Because of higher construction and 
operating costs, United States flag ves
sels have lost ground in the transporta
tion of the bulk commodities moving be
tween the United States and Canada. Of 
such commerce the percentage borne by 
United States vessels has shrunk from 76 
percent in 1925 to 29 percent in 1955. 

The commerce between the United 
States and Canada is open to the vessels 
of all countries. Upon completion of the 
St. Lawrence Seaway, United States 
Great Lakes vessels will be exposed to 
competition from large, modern, efficient, 
low-cost vessels of all countries. 

Vessel construction and operating 
costs give foreign-flag vessels a great 
advantage over United States vessels in 
this international trade. Canadian costs 
are approximately 662/2 percent of United 
States costs. Operating costs of other 
foreign vessels average less than 55 per
cent of ours. Construction costs in other 

foreign countries, where substantial bulk 
vessel tonnage is presently being · built, 
average only about 40 percent of United 
States costs. 

It is evident that the future size and 
capabilities of the Great Lakes bulk ves
sel fleet under United States flag depend 
upon the ability of such vessels to com
pete with vessels of other countries in 
this growing international trade between 
the United States and Canada. 

At the present time there are 343 Great 
Lakes bulk cargo vessels under. United 
States flag, representing a total trip 
capacity of 3,380,000 tons. Of these ves
sels, 103 are now 50 or more years old.
By 1960, however, 201 vessels or approxi
mately 60 percent of the entire United 
States flag Great Lakes bulk cargo fleet 
will be 50 or more years old. These ves
sels represent a total trip capacity of 
1,900,000 tons. 

Unless Great Lakes bulk vessels under, 
United States flag are able to compete 
with foreign vessels in this international 
trade, the trend toward greater and 
greater use of the latter vessels will con
tinue until finally United States vessels 
will have been driven entirely from this 
trade. In that event, the United States 
fleet will decrease to a capacity sufficient 
only to transport the Nation's peacetime 
domestic commerce in these bulk com
modities. In time of war such a fleet 
would not be adequate to handle the in
creased foreign and domestic commerce 
which would inevitably result at a · time 
when this Nation would be comp.elled to 
r_ely more fully on its own resources. 

The existence -of a strong and efficient 
Greak Lakes bulk fleet under United 
States flag capable of competing with 
foreign vessels is essential to the domes
tic trades. Unlike other geographical 
areas, Great Lakes domestic and foreign 
commerce are closely interwoven. Ves
sels move freely within the two trades 
and this flexibility is essential to achieve 
and preserve efficient and economic op
eration. 

The more efficient are our own vessels 
the better will United_ States industry 
and agriculture be able to compete with 
foreign products, as, for example, Lake 
Superior iron ore in supplying the needs 
of our steel industry and the United 
States farmer in marketing his grain. 

Therefore, in order to encourage the 
construction and maintenance of mod
ern, efficient, high speed Great Lakes 
bulk cargo vessels, capable of meeting 
foreign flag competition, the needs of 
peacetime commerce, and the demands 
of national defense, it is proposed that 
citizens of the United States be per
mitted to transfer to the United States 
existing Great Lakes vessels as they be
come obsolete in exchange for an allow
ance of credit to be applied upon the cost 
of new vessels constructed in the United 
States. The allowance of credit should 
be based upon the inherent cost ad
vantage of foreign flag operators in con
structing similar vessels abroad. Vessels 
so acquired by the United States would 
be placed in a reserve fleet for use during 
periods of emergency. 

In essence, that is the purpose of the 
bill. 

We know that the St. Lawrence Sea
way will he completed in approximately 

3 years, and we also know that ships 
which are now on the drawing boards 
of many foreign ship construction com
panies are designed specifically for use 
in the Great Lakes trade. They will 
move into the Great Lakes area and 
take over the shipment of ore from the 
Labrador range to American ports. 

We also know that ship construction 
costs in foreign countries are 40 percent 
lower than such construction costs in the 
United States. On the other hand, 
American ships must be built in Ameri
can yards, where ship construction costs 
are 60 percent higher than they are in 
foreign countries. Therefore American 
ships will be unable- to compete with 
foreign ships as the foreign ships come 
into the Great Lakes area. 

Irrespective of the effect such· a de
velopment would have on the domestic 
trade, it has been the policy of our Gov
ernment in connection with national 
defense to develop a strong merchant 
marine for defense purposes. All of us 
realize how vital it was for us to main
tain a strong Great Lakes fleet· during 
the last world war. 

In case of another emergency, the 
ships we have today would be wholly in
adequate to take care of the vital link in 
our national defense which provides for 
the transportation of ore to our steel 
mills. 

We also know that shipments of ore 
from foreign countries cannot be de
pended upon as sources of raw materials 
in case of war. Foreign ships, possibly 
because of enemy action or because of 
the needs of foreign governments, will 
be unable to furnish us with sufficient 
transportation of ore from foreign
sources. Therefore we will be required 
to supply ore for our steel mills from 
the Great Lakes region. If we allow 
our ore carriers to dwindle away in the 
face of foreign competition, we will 
weaken a vital link in our national de-
fense. · 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. POTTER. I yield. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Are there any limi

tations contained in the bill with refer
ence to the number of ships which would 
be constructed? 

Mr. POTTER. There is no limitation 
in the bill with respect to the number 
of ships, any more than there is any 
limitation in the present act with refer
ence to the trading in of salt water 
vessels. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. How many ships 
could be involved in this particular bill, 
under this authorization? 

Mr. POTTER. I will say to the distin
guished Senator from Delaware that the 
Congress has never, in measures of this 
kind, set a limit as to the number of 
ships. There is a problem of obsoles
cence. Various companies which oper
ate ore carriers say that if there is a 
trade-in of ~ ships a year over the period 
of the next 5 years, that will probably 
be all that will be traded in. 

We must also realize that there is a 
limitation upan the shipbuilding facili
ties on the Great Lakes. I do not believe 
there are sufficient facilities to build 
more than from 3 to 5 vessels a year. 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Does the bill pro
vide that they can be built only in the 
shipyards along the Great Lakes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Michigan has 
expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the · 
Senator from New York may yield 5 
additional minutes to the Senator from 
Michigan. 

1 Mr. LEHMAN. I shall be glad to do 
so, Mr. President. 
' The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
, Mr. POTTER. I thank .both the dis
tinguished Senator from Texas and the 
distinguished Senator from New York. 
i Mr. WILLIAMS. How many ships, at 
the maximum, can be involved in this 
authorized trade-in? Is it not a fact that 
approximately 300 can be involved? 

Mr. POTTER. If the Senator will 
refer to the definition of an obsolete ship 
he will find there are many obsolete 
ships in the ore trade. . 

Mr. WILLIAMS. An obsolete ship is 
described in the bill, and the bill js what 
we are acting-on today. Is it not a fact 
that, based upon the definition in the, 
bill, approximately 300 ships · would be 
eligible? 

Mr. POTTER. That is correct. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. What is the average. 

payment which would ,be involveq. for 
each ship under the formula contained in 
the bill? 

Mr. POTTER. The bill provides that 
a shipowner may turn in an obsolete 
ship, as described in the bill,. to the Mari
time Board. · It will be th~n placed in_ a 
laid-up fleet. The Maritime Board will 
then make a determination of the cost 
to replace the tonnage .of a new vessel in 
a foreign yard. A contract will be let to 
an American yard for the replacement of 
that tonnage through a new vessel, a~ 
outlihed ·in the bill, and a credit will be 
given for the construction of a new. ship, 
the credit repre~enting the difference be
tween the cost of construction in a for ... 
eign yard and the cost of construction 
in an American yard. · 

The Senator well knows that the dif
ferential will run from 40 to 45 percent. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. · rs it not true that 
the cost is estimated at approximately 
$8 or $9 million for each ship? 
. Mr. POTTER. A 12.,000-ton cargo 
vessel will cost approximately $7 million. 
I will say to the distinguished Senator 
that the cost can very well run from $7 
million to $8 ½ million per ship. · 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Maritime Com
mission used the figure of $9 million~ 
based on the same formula which the 
Senator has just outlined. If the sub
sidy is to be 40 or 45 percent of the con:. 
struction cost, the credit would amount 
to $3 million to $3 ½ million for each 
ship. Is that not a correct asswnption? 

Mr. POTTER. That may be correct. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Is it not also true 

that this subsidy of from $3 million to 
$3 ½ million, allowed under the formula 
in this bill, has no relation to the original 
cost of the ship, and that more than 
likely many of the ships will be traded 
in at an allowance that will be much 
more than the original cost, of the ship 
when it was constructed? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Michigan yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I should like to have 
the Senator from Michigan answer my 
question, first. 

Mr. POTTER. As the Senator well 
knows, we are requiring that the ships 
be built in American yards. Otherwise, 
by having the ships built in Germany or 
in Denmark, the 40 percent could be 
saved. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. There is already a 
requirement that the ships be built in 
domestic yards. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Oh, no; there is 
not. 

Mr. POTTER. There is not if the 
ships engage in international trade. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is right. 
Mr. POTTER. That is the purpose of 

the bill. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Does -the bill re- . 

strict the ships strictly to Great Lakes 
carrying? Are there any restrictions as 
to where they can ultimately be used, 
such as in coastal traffic? 

Mr. POTTER. The restrictions is to 
the Great Lakes region up to the head, 
of the St. Lawrence River.· 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Are they restvicted 
to that point, or can they go beyond 
that? ' 

Mr. POTTER. They are restricted to 
the head of the St. Lawrence River. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The committee· re
port indicates that they were not so re
stricted. The Comptroller General 
makes that point in voicing objection to 
the biU as well as taking exception to 
the more liberal trade-in formula. 

Mr. POTTER. It is less liberal: 
- Mr. · wILLIAMS. Let me "read from 
the Comptroller ·General's statement at
page 6 of the report. 
· I quote: · 

Nothing in this- subsection shall be con
strued as restricting the trade in which such 
new vessel may be used. 

Over on page 5, reading from the 
Comptroller . General's same . letter, . I 
quote: 
. S. 3108 proposes · a method of determining 
credit allowances for obsolete Great Lakes 
bulk cargo vessels acquired by the Govern
ment which is a significant deviation from 
the present provisions of sections 507, 510 
(d) ·, and 510 (h) of the Merchant Marine 
Act, 1936, applicable to other' vessels. ' 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Michigan yield? 

Mr. POTTER. I yield. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. That is not a state

ment by the committ ee. It is a letter 
from the Comptroller containing his 
opinion. We did not agree with some o.f 
the Comptroller's interpretations. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. But the Comptroller 
General interprets the law. Does he not 
also Point out that this is a more liberal 
_formula? . 
· Mr. POTTER. There is an amend
ment, which I should like to read to 
the Senator. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I think the RECORD 
shows that the Senator from Delaware 
pointed out that 300 ships could be 
traded in. It is still completely in the 
discretion of the Maritime Board, which 
could turn down any application. It is 
not mandatory. The Board has turned 

down many applicatio~. By the same 
theory we can say that the 1,800 ships 
which are plying over the world may all -
be immediately turned in. The economy 
of the situation takes care of that, to
gether with the discretion of the Mari
time Board and, incidentally, the neces
sary financing. The proposition would 
have to be a solid one, or application 
could not be made. I think we would be 
very fortunate if the number topped 
five a year. 

Mr. POTTER. That is correct. I wish 
there could be more. But, as a betting 
man, I would not take any bets that there 
will be five a year. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. If something along 
this line is not done, in my opinion, we 
shall find our American ore-carrying 
fleet gone and carriers under foreign 
flags taking the business. If we do not 
pass this bill, such ships as we have in 
mind will be built in Japan. These 
are not very elaborate ships. They are 
easy to build. If the Panamanian flag 
should be placed on them, our fleet 
would disappear. 
- Mr, . POTI'ER. The Senator from. 
Washington, who is probably the best. 
informed authority in the Congress on 
maritime matters, has been greatly con
cerned over what we call the run-away 
flags--American capital invested in for- · 
eign-bu-ilt ships operating with foreign_ 
crews. 

We are inviting the same thing to 
happen with reference to Great Lakes 
ships unless something is done along 
the lines of this bill. · 
. Mr. MAGNUSON. It is true that the 
Comptroller General was concerned: 
about two features, one of which wa.s 
the matter of a trade-in on an obso-: 
lete ship. The atnount would be de
termined by the Maritime Commis-. 
sion. If the amount is determined by 
the Commission to be $50,000, that is 
all that would be paid. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. POTTER. I yield. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. If the Senator will 

back up that statement, I will go along 
with him. All we are arguing now is 
whether these ships ought to be traded 
in at actual or some inflated valuation. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of .the Senator from Michigan- has 
expired. 
. Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that we may 
proceed for 10 more minutes without 
the Senator from New York losing the 
floor. 

The ·PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Comptroller 
General made a valid objection when 
he raised the point as to whether or not 
these ships, at . present age, would be 
wor th while for a reserve fleet, or 
whether they were simply worth the 
price of scrap. That involves, I think, 
a difference of opinion. I do not know 
that they would be worth much, to be 
honest with the Senator, if we kept 
them, and at the same time acquired 
fast, new ships. Our concern is not so 
much about obsolete ships as it is about 
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the objective of the bill, which is to get 
new ones. · 

Mr. POTTER. The worth of these 
ships would be demonstrated in a time 
of national emergency. We would then 
have · to utilize, as we did in World War 
II, every bulk carrier Which would float. 
While it may be an inefficient operation 
in peacetime, we would find in time of 
war that the old vessels would certainly 
prove to be of great value. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator from 
Washington made a statement on which 
I think we m·ight reach an area of agree
ment, namely, that the bill be amended 
to provide for allowance only of the ac
tual value of the ships. 

Mr. POTTER. I might add that dur
ing World War II some allowances were 
made because vess~ls were needed. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. What was done on 
previous occasions certainly does not jus
tify a giving away of ships at present or 
authorizing a new form of hidden sub
sidy. The Senator from Washington 
well knows that a couple of years ago 
I argued the same proposition in connec
tion with another bill when the Govern
ment was putting up for sale 6 ships on 
the Great Lakes, ships which cost $7¼ 
million apiece to build. Yet all the Gov
ernment got for them when they were 
sold was $102,000 each. The ridiculous 
feature of that transaction was that 3 
of the ships_ were sold to 1 COJllpany; 
and after .the company paid $102,000 
each for the 3 ships which cost the Gov
ernment over $7 million, the RFC ap
proved a loan of $4,500,000 ·on the same· 
3 ships, and the loan was stopped only· 
after the matter was exposed in Con
gress: 

So certainly that type of operation 
condoned in the past is no justifica
tion for what is sought to be done today. 

Mr'. MAGNUSON. That was probably 
the Maritime Board. But Congress must 
legislate to provide administrative au
thority, We cannot legislate the price 
of the ships. We cannot legislate the 
trade-in value. We cannot legislate the 
decision of the. administrative authority 
that, in its wisdom, these ships are neces
sary. 

Mr. POTTER. Irrespective of what 
the Government received from the sale 
of those vessels at that time, the vessels 
were put to important use during the 
Korean war. They will be much more 
valuable to our national defense by be
ing in use on the Great Lakes for carry
ing ore than they will be in the laid-up 
fleet iri the Delaware River. 
· Mr. WILLIAMS. ·with respect to the 
use of those ships, within 3 months after 
they had been given away, Congress was · 
asked for authority to build more ships 
of practically the same type for use in 
the Korean war. 

Congress authorized the sale of those 
ships and knew exactly to the penny 
what would be received for them. It was 
our responsibility. . 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is it not true that 
the ships to which the Senator from 
Delaware refers . were package freight 
ships? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. At the time that 

legislation was enacted, the Korean war 
had begun. Is it not also true that there 

were plans made for package service 
ships, ships which were available for less 
than full cargoes, but that that plan had 
to be held in abeyance, because those 
ships were used as ore carriers, at a time 
when it was necessary for us to build up 
our production as much as 20 or 25 per
cent? 

Mr. POTTER. That is correct. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. It is not at all un

usual for the United States Government 
to sell ships at low prices or to give them 
away, is it? 

Mr. POTTER. That is correct. We 
practically gave a way thousands of ships 
to foreign governments. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Simply to keep the 
record straight, of the 3 ships which were 
sold for $102,944 each, one ship cost the 
Government $7,733,694, the second ship 
cost the Government $7,802,672, and the 
third ship cost the Government $9,-
125,039. 

They were sold in the early days of 
the Korean war over the objections of 
the Department of Defense, the Depart
ment of Commerce, and the Navy De
partment. Every agency concerned came 
before Congress and said that in the in
terest of the security of the United 
States, those ships should not be de
mobilized from oceanic traffic and should 
not be placed on the Great Lakes. But 
Congress acted over the objection of 
every Government agency involved and 
practically gave them a way. 
. Mr. MAGNUSON. How .c.ould the De
partment of Commerce object when they 
had to approve the sale? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. They did not ap
prove the sale. Congress approved it. 
The bill was passed over the objection of · 
the Department of Commerce in the 
same manner that the pending bill, if it 
shall be passed, will be passed over the 
objection of the Department of Com
merce. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Comptroller 
General was the objector. · 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Am I to understand 
that the Senator from Washington be
lieves the Department of Commerce fa
vors the proposed legislation? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not know 
whether they are for it or against it. 

Mr. POTTER. I am old fashioned
enough to believe that Congress is the 
branch of our Government which legis
lates. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is a very re
freshing attitude. 

Mr. POTTER. I do not feel that I 
must favor or disapprove of proposed 
legislation depending on whether a Fed
eral agency is for it or against it. . 

The Department of Commerce came 
before the committee and said, "We must 
do something. If we do not, the Great 
Lakes fleet will go out of existence." 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Who said that? 
Mr. MAGNUSON. The Department 

of Commerce. They were off again and 
on again. 

Mr. POTTER. We asked, "What do 
you recommend?" 

They replied, "We do not have any 
recommendation to make." 

I do not believe Congress can sit . back 
on its hands and wait for an agency 
downtown to make up its mind as to 
what should be done, 

This is a ·good .bill. It conforms with 
existing maritiJ:ne policy. As an inde
pendent branch of the Government, it is 
the responsibility of Congress to legis
late; and I do not apologize one iota for 
the fact that we do not have a gold
worded letter from the Department of 
Commerce. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena
tor from Michigan for his sponsorship of 
the bill, of which· I am proud to be a 
cosponsor. 

Is it not true that at the time Congress 
authorized the sale of certain ships for 
the package trade, the whole package 
trade business on the Great Lakes was 
at the point of actually being lost? 

Mr. POTTER. That is exactly cor
rect. 

Mr. · HUMPHREY. Is it not further 
true that those ships were surplus ves
sels, lying idle at great cost to the Gov
ernment? 

Mr. POTTER. That is true. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Is it not also true 

that the reason a concessional sale was 
made was that it would h;,:we required 
several million dollars to convert those 
ships for the kind of transport use to 
which they were to be directed? · 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is not correct 
and there is no testimony to support the 
statement. 

Mr. PO'ITER. That is correct. For 
the package trade, they had to be con
verted. 
. Mr. HUMPHREY. Is it not true that 
at the time the plans for conversion 
were being made, . the Korean war be
gan, and the ships had to be restored for 
use as ore carriers? 

Mr. POTTER. That is correct. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. With all deference 

to our friends from the coastal States, 
anyone who has lived along and been on 
the Great Lakes knows that the package 
ship is the life of the trade on the Lakes. 
I think it is about time we made up our 
minds that if we are going to utilize 
this great inland body of water for 
something else than fishing, even though 
we invite our . friends to enjoy that 
pastime, it is necessary to have ships 
designed for the commerce of the Lakes. 
That will put revenue into the Federal 
Treasury. 

The ships are lying idle, unused. The 
fact that they were able to be used dur
ing the Korean war was a part of the 
general legislation that the ships could 
be used for national security purposes. 

Why have them lying now in some 
river or bay, where they will gather 
barnacles and rust, when they could be 
used for commercial purposes? 

The purpose of the bill is to provide a 
modern fleet on . the Great Lakes. No 
other country on the face of the earth 
would think of having within its bound
aries a body of water such as the Great 
Lakes and not use it to its maximum. 

All we are asking for is the privileges 
which the ocean carriers have, in sub
stance, so that we can have a fleet on 
one of the greatest of the God-given 
bodies of water which the world has. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? · 

Mr. POTTER. I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. The arguments made 

by the Senator from Minnesota are so 
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familiar to me. I heard him and the the sale of the ships-for -use·on the Great 
distinguished Senator from Washing.:. Lakes was detrimental to the security of 
ton-- the United States and strongly urged· 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The that they not be sold. 
time of the Senator from Michigan has They said that the ships were badly. 
expired. needed to transport goods and supplieS' 

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, I ask to o.ur troops in Korea, yet Congress ig
unanimous consent that I may have 10 nored their plea. 
additional minutes. Let no one ·be disillusioned that the 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there sale was a plain giveaway and those 1n 
objection? The Chair hears none, and Congress voting for it must accept the· 
it is so ordered. responsibility. 

Mr. LANGER. We heard the same Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, we have 
arguments about this beautiful body of been spending two-thirds of the . time 
water and new ships not being used, but · used on the bill on past history, without
the Senator from North Dakota wants discussing the bill itself. I know the 
to know to whom those ships were sold distinguished Senator from Delaware 
and how many millions of dollars . were opposed the original sale. I believe the 
made in buying them. Government received much more value 

Mr. HUMPHREY~ I would be happy for those vessels during the Korean war, 
to supply that information, but the Sen_.· in the form of the transport of ore, than 
ator from Michiga,n is present and he has it would have received had the vessels 
it. been laid up in the Delaware Riv.er. 

Mr. LANGER. The Senator fro_m Mr. HUMPHREY. · Mr.President, will 
North Dakota knows of some of the the Senator from Michigan yield to me? 
profits. I should be delighted to hear . Mr. POTTER. I yield. 
from the Senator from Michigan. · Mr. HUMPHREY. Furthermore, the 

Mr. POTTER. Is the Senator from fact that the shipping companies asked 
North Dakota referring to package ships? for an RFC loan, as the Senator from 

Mr. LANGER. Yes. Delaware has indicated, is exactly the 
Mr. POTTER. Some were sold to the Feason why the ships were sold as in

Government and some were requisi-. expensively as they were to the shipping 
tioned during the war. I do not know companies-namely, the ships could not 
what vessels the distinguished Senator be used on the Great Lakes as they were 
bas in mind. then constructed; they had to be con-

Mr. WILLIAMS. If the Senator will verted. They had to be converted into 
yield to me, it will not embarrass me to package freighters for the Great Lakes. 
tell the Senator from North Dakota who Those ships had to be moved all the way· 
bought the ships, how much they paid from the eastern seaboard to the Great 
for them, and what they cost. Lakes. They were there when we needed 

Mr. LANGER. I should like to have them for the purposes of national secu-
that information. rity. Furthermore, the Government did 

Mr. WILLIAMS. These three par- not lose its right to these ships, as it 
ticular new ships were sold by the United loses no right to a ship whenever it needs 
States Government upon orders of the it. Our package freight ships were taken 
Congress in 1950. They were built by by the Government in World War II; so 
the Bethlehem Shipbuilding Co. at S:9ar- the package freight service was de-
rows Point. They were not obsolete stroyed. . 
package ships, nor w~re they battle I have .no brief for the shipping 
scarred. They were C-4's, the most companies, but I ask the Senator if it 
modern freighters at that time, com- was better to let the ships lie idle on the 
pleted in 1946. eastern seaboard, gathering barnacles 

The name of one of the ships was the· and rust, or enable them to be used. 
Mount Mansfield, a C-4, which was de- · Mr. WILLIAMS. It would have been 
livered to the United States Government better to have them used, as the Govern~ 
on March 15 1946 at a cost of $7-: ment agencies said, in the transportation 
733,694. ' ' ' of goods to Korea. The point is that if 

The United States Government sold the trade on the Great I;,,ake_s cannot 
the ship in 1950 to the Nicholson-Univer- afford to P~Y ~ore for ships th_an, t1?,e. 
sal Steamship Co. for $102,944 for use on percentage mdicated . .'b! the_re~ati?nshi? 
the Great Lakes. of $102,000 to $9 mill~on, it is time it 

The second ship was the Scott E. Land, closed down. 
a C-4 delivered to the United States on Mr. MAGNUSON. What has that to 
May 17, 1946, at a cost of $7,802,672. do :with the bill? . 
The United States Government received Mr. ~OTTER. It has nothing to do 
$102,944 for that ship. with the pending bill. . 

The third ship was the Louis McHenry Mr. WILLIAMS. TI:e q~est10n came 
Howe another C-4 delivered on Janu- up, and I was answermg .1t. I do not 
ary 31, 1946, at a co~t of $9,125,039. The blame Congr~ for wanting to forget. 
Government received $102 944 for this that transaction. 
ship, a total of around $3io,ooo for all- Mr. l\fAGNUS~N. This has nothing 
three ships. to do with the bill whatsoever. 

After they were sold I pointed out on Mr. POTTER. The Senator from 
the floor of the Senate that the RFG had Delaware has spent .half the time talk
approved a loan on these same three ing about past legislation. Whether it, 
ships of four and a half million. They was good or bad legislation is not under 
were sold under a bill passed by Congress discussion. 
at the beginning of the Korean war, · Mr. 'WILLIAMS. I point · out that 
over the objections of every . agency of what the Senate is · being asked to do 
Government. The Secretary of the.Navy under this bill is c:omparable, to a lesser 
and the Department of Defense said that degree, to what was done previously. 

There is· here ·being ·autiiorizeci ·a subsidy· 
of from 3 to 3 ½ million dollars per ship'. 
and -it is being done again over the ob
jections of every agency of Government. 
Contrary to what the Senator from 
Washington has said about Commerce. 
having approved this bill, I have a copy 
of a letter addressed to him as chairman 
of the committee, signed by the Secre
tary of Commerce, in which he says that 
the Department recommends against the 
favorable consideration of the bill. · The 
Maritime Commission recommended · 
against favorable consideration of the· 
bill. 
· · Mr. MAGNUSON. That is a part of 
the Commerce Department. 

Mr. '\VILLIAMS. They are agencies 
of the Government, responsible for ad-· 
ministering this law if enacted and they. 
are both against it. . 

Mr. MAGNUSON. If the Senator· 
from Delaware will calm down, we shall• 
get the matter straightened out. There 
was testimony given by officials of the 
Commerce Department, which we shall 
be glad to put into the RECORD. I am 
not the author of the bill. The bill con
cerns the Great Lakes. The Senator. 
from Michigan held all the hearings. It. 
was testified that there was a great 
necessity for the bill. 

There was a little quibbling about the· 
financing formula of cost that should. 
be used, with regard to foreign cost as 
against American cost. The Maritime 
Gommission uses the cost of construction 
in Holland, which seems to be a sort of 
average throughout the world-. It was 
testified that companies could not pos
sibly afford to finance the ships unless 
the bill were passed. It is the same. pro
cedure that is used with regard to domes
tic freight and iron-ore carriers. 

When the 1936 law was enacted, which 
established the maritime policy of the 
United States, the particular interests 
under discussion were not included be-_ 
cause at that time their fleet was fairly 
modern and efficient, and they saw no 
reason to come under the act. Now 
most of the ships are more than 50 years 
old. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I say to the Senator 
from Washington if there be a need for 
a subsidy, let us recognize it and call it· 
a subsidy, and not talk about a bona fide 
trade-in allowance, which is a back
handed way of getting a subsidy. 
. If it can be justified then spell it out· 
openly and do not try to conceal it from 
the taxpayers under some fancy lan
guage. 

If yoti propose a $3 million subsidy for 
two or three hundred ships say so in
plain language and put the accurate price 
tag on it. 

You know that if that is done not 
many of these· subsidy bills would ever 
get by the committee. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Let us get this
clear . . The Senator. from Delaware is 
always talking about a hidden subsidy_ 
There is no hidden subsidy at all. The 
Maritime Act provides for a trade-in. A 
ship may be wo:rth $50. A trade-in al
lowance is offered for the same purpose 
that a trade-in allowance on a refrigera
t-Or is off eted: There may be an offer of 
$50 on a refrigerator which is worth
only $25. That has been our consistent 
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maritime policy; · That is ·not · hidden.· 
Everybody approves it. The Sena~or_can 
go to the Committee on Appropriations· 
and see that all the facts and figures are
before the subcommittee dealing with 
the Commerce Department approp:ria-· 
tion. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Would the Senator 
be willing to amend the bill so that there 
would be a provision that the trade-in 
allowance would be only the fair and 
reasonable value? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Then there ·would 
have to be added 40 percent: 

Mr. WILLIAMS. If that were dorie, 
the American taxpayers would knoW' 
what this program would c-ost them, 
what. they were doing, and who would' 
get the money. That is the point I am 
making. · · 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The American tax
payer can find that out right · now. 
When the budget .request is submitted; 
that is all set forth. Let us take a carrier 
that is worth $200,000-- · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER ·(Mr. 
SPARKMAN in the chair). The time of 
the Senator from Michigan has again. 
expired. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
ask that an additional 2 minutes be 
granted the Senator from Michigan. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, earlier in the day the leadership 
assured . the Senator from New York 
[Mr. LEJIMAN] that the Niagara power. 
development bill would be considered. by 
the Senate today. Since then, time has 
been yielded to the Senator from Mich-. 
igan [Mr. POTTER] in the belief. that the 
Great Lakes bulk cargo vessel bill which 
he wished to discuss could be acted upon 
rather quickly. However, debate :on 
that bill has become somewhat pro-: 
tracted. I wonder whether it will be 
satisfactory to all Senators conc~rned to 
have the Senate consider at this time 
the Niagara power development bill, and 
let the Great Lakes bulk c~rgo vessel bill 
go over. Perhaps the Senator from 
Michigan and the Senator from Wash
ington will hold conferences with the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 
and perhaps the bill in which they are 
interested-the Great Lalrns bulk cargo 
vessel bill-can be consi~ered further by 
the Senate after action on the Niagara 
power development bill. Howev~r •. in 
view of our agreement with the Senator: 
from New York,' I think it would be un
fair not to proceed at this time with 
consideration of the Niagara power · de
velopment bill. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Howtver, the 
Great Lakes bulk cargo vessel bill has 
already been made the unfinished busi"". 
ness. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes; but it 
was made the· unfinished business be-: 
cause of the belief that action on the bill 
could be completed speedily. However~ 
that has not occurred. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. On the other hand, 
I do not think there is any real opposi
tion to the Great Lakes bulk cargo ves
sel bill. There may be some misunder..: 
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standings about the bill. 'l'ne· only real' Niagara River for Power and other pur-· 
opposition to the bill would be on the- poses. 
part of .those who might be opposed to · Mr: JOHNSON of Texas. I ask unan- · 
enactment of a · bill for private ore- imous consent that on tomorrow, the 
carriers. . . Senator from New York [Mr. IVES] be. 

Let me say that I am not the author of· recognized for 1 hour, immediately fol- · 
the bill; I have simply tried to be help- lowing the morning hour. · · 
ful to the Senate in connection with the- The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
explanation of the bill. The Senator objection? The Chair hears none, and 
from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] has been it is so ordered. 
asking questions in connection with the · Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
explanation. dent, I understand that at this time the 
. Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, let me Senator from New York [Mr. LEHMAN] 
say to the distinguished majority leader will be recognized. I thank the Senator 
that aside from having time for a clari-. .from New York for his courtesy and his 
fying amendment which I would submit, indulgence. · 
I do not care to have additional time. I , · Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator 
do not know how much time the Senator· from Texas. 
from Dela ware has planned to use. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I· 
should like to speak for 12 or 15 minutes ASSISTANCE FOR OREGON'S DIS-
on the bill. ASTER-STRICKEN ORCHARDS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
yielded to the Senator from Michigan 
has expired; and the Senator from New, 
York is entitled to the floor. 

NIAGARA RIVER POWER 
DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of Calendar No. 1428, 
Senate bill 1823, relating to power de.;; 
velopment on the Niagara River. , 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, let me ask 
the Senator from Texas about the bill., 
· Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. It is the 

Niagara power development bill, which 
we have already · agreed to take up. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. In the event that 
bill is to be taken up at this time, I 
think. we should withdraw consideration 
of .the Great Lakes bulk cargo vessel bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON .of Texas. That would 
be the result of agreeing to the motion 
I have made. · _ 

Mr. BUSH. · However, notice has been 
given that the Great Lakes bulk cargo 
vessel bill would be voted on this evening'.-

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. However, 
Senators are not yet ready to vote on 
the bill. The Senator from Delaware 
wishes to submit an amendment, and the 
Senator from Michigan wishes to sub
mit-an amendment, and the Senator from 
Utah wishes to discuss the bill. We 
would be breaking faith if we did not now 
proceed to -the c.o:p.sideration of Senate 
bill 1823. 
, The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to temporarily laying aside 
the unfinished business--

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-:. 
dent, I do not wish to have the unfinished 
business temporarily laid aside. I have 
moved that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Senate bill 1823. After 
that bill is disposed of, I wish to have the 
Senate take up whatever measures are 
ready for consideration at that time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Texas that the Sen
ate proceed to the consideration of Sen-. 
ate bill 1823.- . 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 
1823) to authorize the constru<;!tion of 
certain works of improvement in the 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, 'will the 
Senator from New York yield to me, to. 
permit me to make an extraordinary re
quest? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield. 
. Mr. MORSE. I make the request with· 
an apology on my lips. Let me explain. 
that I am trying to catch a plane to go to. 
Oregon to the political wars, so to speak;
and there is an emergency matter which 
I wish to discuss very briefly for the· 
RECORD. I wonder whether I can impose 
upon the courtesy of the Senator from· 
New York long enough to make a brief. 
presentation of that matter, with the 
understanding that in doing so, I shal~ 
not cause him to lose his right .to the, 
floor. -

Mr. LEHMAN. I am very glad to yield 
for that purpose to the Senator from 
Oregon. . 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I so re
quest. 
· The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
abjection? The Chair hears none, and: 
it is so ordere~. . .. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in the. 
month of November 1955 a disaster 
struck the fruit orchards of northeastern: 
Oregon and part of the States of Idaho 
and Washington in the form of a suddenr 
unprecedented freeze- which completely 
wiped out the long-established and high
ly productive fruit orchards of approxi
mately 450 farm families in my own 
State. This was not merely the type of 
freeze which destroys 1 year's crop. It 
completely killed the trees themselves. 
leaving the farmers W!thout the slightest 
hope for a fruit crop before approxi
mately 7 years. 

The sad fact is that a majority of the 
farmers who were hit by this tragic oc
currence do not have the means or the 
financial reserves with which to rehabil
itate their orchards. They are faced 
with heavy costs of clearing out the dead, 
trees purchasing nursery stock, and 
bringing the young trees to productive 
maturity. Activities of this type require 
money; but the orchardists who h~ve 
brought their problem to my attention 
have told me that even after exercising 
the most diligent efforts, they have been 
unable to obtain lqcally or through the 
facilities of the Federal Government 
credit which will enable them to do this 
rehabilitation job under a loan program 
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which is consonant with their practical 
needs. . 

Representatives of these Oregon or .. 
chardists have talked to officials of the 
Farmers' Home Administration in the 
regional office, as well ~herein Wash
ington; but their efforts have been futile. 
The FHA apparently takes the position 
that repayment installments should be
gin soon after the original loan is made. 
Obviously, such a condition does not ac
cord with reality, because the plain fact 
is that it takes about 7 years from the 
time of planting the nursery stock to the 
time when production commences in 
paying quantities. 

Mr. President, the farms that .have 
been hit by this unprecedented · disaster 
have generally, and over a period of 50 
years or more, established their eco
nomic value, as ev:idenced by a fine rec .. 
ord of production of an important item 
in our Nation's food supply. In most 
instances, the f~rmers who have experi
enced this disaster have exhausted their 
efforts to refinance their farm opera
tions; and unless they can obtain assist
ance from the Federal Government, and 
obtain it quickly, there appears to be no 
alternative other than forced liquidation 
of some very fine farms. This, in turn, 
will simply mean that more farm fam
ilies will have to join the growing num
bers who are leaving their farms to reside 
in urban areas. 

In order to assist in bringing these fine 
farms back into production, I am intro
ducing a bill to provide :financial assist
ance for the rehabilitation of such or
chards. Under this bill, the Secretary of 
Agriculture is authorized. to make emer
gency loans to orchard operators and 
owners in disaster areas, designated as 
such by reason of freeze, drought, hurri
cane, disease or other natural causes, 
provided they establish that they are un
able to ·obtain financial assistance from 
private sources, and show that they have 
reasonably good chances of repaying 
such loans. 

Loans made under the bill would be 
not in excess of $25,000, and for not to ex
ceed 15 years, at 2 ½ percent interest per 
annum. 

The repayment period would not be
gin prior to six crop years from the date 
of the loan in any case in which it is de
termined by the Secretary of Agricul
ture that the borrower's income will be 
insufficient to make payment at an ear
lier date. However, the bill would also 
authorize variable payments, to meet the 
situations in which net earnings and 
ability to pay are higher or lower than 
normal. 

The bill would authorize the Secretary 
of Agriculture to assume not to exceed 
50 percent of the cost of clearing the dis
aster-stricken orchards and initiating re
planting or redeveloping the land. 

Mr. President, I introduce this dis
aster-aid bill on behalf of myself and 
my colleague, the junior Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. NEUBERGER]; and I urge its 
prompt and sympathetic consideration 
by the appropriate Senate Committee, 
because of the emergency nature of the 
problem covered by this proposed legis
lation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed 

at this point in the RECORD, as a part of 
my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
f erred; and, without objection, the bill 
will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 3850) to provide :financial 
assistance for the rehabilitation of or
chards destroyed or damaged by natural 
disaster, introduced by Mr. MoRsE .(for 
himself and Mr. NEUBERGER) , was re
ceived, read twice by its title, referred to 
the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry, and ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That (a) the Secretary 
of Agriculture (hereinafter referred to as the 
' '.Secretary") is authorized to make emer
gency loans to eligible orchard operat ors and 
owners in the area declared by the Secretary 
fo December 1955 to be a production disaster 
area because of unseasonable freeze, and in 
an y area hereafter declared to be a produc
tion disaster area by the Secretary because 
of freeze, drought, hurricane, disease, or 
other natural causes. 

(b) Any orchard operator or owner in any 
such area ·sh all be eligible for assistance 
under the provisions of this act if the Sec
retary finds-

( 1) he has suffered, as the result of any 
such disaster, substantial financial losses; 

(2) he is in need of financial assistance 
which he cannot obtain from private credit 
sources on such terms and conditions as he 
could r easonably be expected to meet; and 

(3) that he has a reasonably good chance 
of repaying it. 

SEc. 2 . (a) Any loan made under the provi-
sions of this act shall be made-

( 1) for an amount not to exceed $25,000; 
(2) for a period not to exceed 15 years; 
(3) at a rate of interest not to exceed 2½ 

per centum per annum; and 
( 4) under such other terms and conditions 

as the Secretary shall prescribe. 
( b) The Secretary may delay the initial . 

annual repayment of any such loan for a 
period of not more than 6 crop years from 
the date of the loan in any case in which he 
determines that the borrower's income will 
be insufficient to make the initial payment at 
an earlier date, but this provision shall not 
h ave the effect of extending the maximum 
term of any loan. 

(c) The Secretary is authorized and direct
ed to establish, with respect to all loans au
thori,zed under the provisions of this act, 
variable repayment plans with payments ad
justed, without regard to previous excess 
payments, to the net earnings and ability of 
the borrower to pay from year to year. 

SEC. 3. The Secretary is authorized to as
sume not to exceed 50 percent of the cost 
incurred by any person eligible for a loan 
under this act in clearing orchard land of any 
trees rerrdered commercially unproductive or 
destroyed as the result of any disaster re
ferred to in the first section of this act, a.nd 
in the initial replanting or redevelopment of 
such land. 

SEC. 4. (a) The Secretary is authorized and 
directed to utilize the facilities of the Farm
ers' Home Administration for the purpose of 
administering the provisions of this act. 

(b) The Secretary is authqri•zed to make 
such rules and regulations and such delega
tions of authority as he may deem necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this act. 

SEC. 5. There are authorized to. be appro
priated to the Secretary such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the purposes of this 
act. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I shall 
seek from the chaJrman of the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
[Mr. ELLENDER] an answer in regard to 
whether, under the oncoming new farm 

bill, it will be possible to bring these or
chardists and others who wish to partici
pate in the so-called soil bank program 
under the conservation features of the 
soil bank, so that by election, they can, 
under the provisions of that bill, receive 
the payments if they keep the land out 
of the usual production, and if they seed 
it to some sort of cover crop or grass 
crop. 

NIAGARA RIVER POWER 
DEVELOPMENT 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 1823) to authorize the con
struction of certain works of improve
ment in the Niagara River for power and 
other purposes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clel'k proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. . Without 
objection, it is so ordered. · 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I have 
been waiting and working for this mo
ment for 6 years. 

Since 1950 I have had pending before 
the Senate successive bills providing for 
the redevelopment of the waters of the 
Niagara-waters made available to the 
United States by the United States
Canadian Treaty of 1950-f or the bene
fit of the people of New York, of neigh
boring States, and of the Nation. 

Now, at last, there is before us a bill, 
introduced by myself in association with 
16 other Members of the Senate, as 
amended, improved, and reported by a 
bipartisan majority of the Public Works 
Committee. 

I congratulate the Public Works Com
mittee, and especially the distinguished 
chairman of that committee [Mr. 
CHAVEZ J and the distinguished chairman 
of the pertinent subcommittee [Mr. 
KERR] for their patient, persistent, and 
brilliant work in conducting the hear
ings, working out the necessary agree
ments and reporting the bill in time for 
passage of this leg·islation in this session 
of Congress. 

The bill was reported out on January 
16. It has now been on the calendar for 
several months. There has been ample 
opportunity to study the terms of this 
bill. I look now for an incisive debate 
and a favorable decision. 

Mr. President, the facts are simple and 
can be summarized as follows: 

First. The pending legislation would 
authorize the State of New York to 
build, operate, and maintain a hydro
electric power project on the Niagara 
River, utilizing a diversion of waters 
agreed upon and made available under 
the-terms of the United States-Canadian 
treaty of 1950. 

Second. The pending authorization 
bill, S. 1823, would not cost the Federal 
Government, now or later, a single cent 
in Federal appropriations. New Yor:: 
State is ready and anxious to build the 
project and operate it. New York State 
seeks no :financial help whatever, in any 
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form, from the Federal Government for 
this purpose. 

Third. The pending legislation is nec
essary because of a reservation, the so
called Aiken reservation, named after its 
original sponsor,-the senior Senator from 
Vermont, attached by unanimous vote of 
the Senate to the 1950 treaty. That 
reservation stipulated that Congress, by 
subsequent act, would dispose of the 
new power potential made available un
der the terms of the treaty. 

Fourth. The Niagara development is 
multipurpose, under the specific terms 
of the treaty-to preserve and enhance 
the beauty of Niagara Falls, and to de
velop hydroelectric power. · This de
velopment also has, for both countries, 
vital national defense· implications and 
purposes. 

Fifth. The Niagara River itself is a 
short stream linking Lake Ontario and 
Lake Erie. It is the western boundary 
between New York and Canada, and 
carries the full flow of the four Western 
Lakes into Lake Ontario, and forms a 
part of the Great Lakes-St. · Lawrence 
water system. 

Sixth. The power which would be de
veloped on the Niagara would constitute 
one of the largest blocs of low-cost 
energy that could be produced at one 
site on the North American continent. 

Seventh. Starting immediately after 
the ratification of the treaty, Canada 
has virtually completed -the constructio:::i 
of the project works to utilize her share 
of the Niagara diversion. Canada has 
developed this additional Niagara power 
through a public agency of the Province 
of Ontario. All Canada's power in this 
area is publicly developed and publicly 
distributed. 

Eighth. Canada today is using most 
of the United States share of the Niagara 
waters, in addition to her own share, 
as she is permitted to do under the terms 
of the treaty. She may continue to do 
so until we are ready to use o:.ir .:,hare. 

Ninth. For many years New York State 
has had on its statute books legal au
thority and instructions to develop the 
hydroelectric potential on the St. Law
rence River. A public agency, the New 
York Power Authority, was created for 
this purpose and is now, in fact engaged 
in building project works on the St. 
Lawrence. 

Tenth. In 1951 the New York Legisla
ture, on the recommendation of Gov. 
Thomas E. Dewey, amended the State 
Power Authority Act, and authorized and 
directed the State power authority to in
clude the Niagara power development in 
the mission and responsibility of the 
State power authority. 

Eleventh. New York State is thus in
structed by law, as well as by long-stand
ing and frequently reaffirmed public pol
icy, to develop the Niagara power re
source, under public auspices, for the 
public use and benefit. 

Twelfth. The Niagara River water
diversion plan, in a manner to preserve 
and enhance the beauty of the falls, was 
originally worked out under the direc
tion of the New York State Power Au
thority. Subsequently, this general plan 
was translated into specific engineeering 
details by the Bureau of Power of the 
United States Federal ·Power Commis .. 

sion, and the Corps of Engineers, United 
States Army. 

Thirteenth. The President of the 
United States has said-'--he so stated in a 
press conference only last week-that , 
congressional action should be taken 
now, and that there is no justification for 
further delay. He has said, moreover, 
that the Niagara resource should be dis
posed of in the manner desired by New 
York State. 

State legislature authorized and di
rected the New York State Power Au
thority to construct and operate power 
project on the Niagara. 

Governor Dewey has vigorously con
demned those who advocate the give
away of the Niagara resource to private 
enterprise. 

The only Republican to be elected to 
statewide office in the elections of 1954; 
Attorney General Jacob Javits, voted 
against a private giveaway of Niagara
identical to S. 6-while he was a Mem
ber of the House of Representatives 3 
years ago. 

Mr. President, these are the simple 
and unchallenged facts. Now, let me 
define the basic issue which confronts 
the Senate by virtue of this legislation. 
There have been, unfortunately, at
tempts to confuse the issue. 

The chief issue is clearly whether Ni
agara power shall be developed by the 
State of New York, under its statutory 
authority and instructions, or whether 
the Niagara resource should be given 
away by Congress, despite the laws of 
New York Sta.te, to a private power 
monopoly. 

Make no mistake about it. That is the 
issue- before the Senate. That is the 
issue in New York State and in the 
country. 
. The only legislative alternative to the 
pending bill, the only alternative bill 
submitted to the Public Works Commit
tee, was, and is, S. 6, for the giveaway of 
Niagara Falls power to a private power 
combine. 
· I understand that my colleague, the 
senior Senator from New York [Mr. 
IvEs] has been critical-and. he will 
speak for himself, of course-of the pref
erence provision of S. 1823, a provision 
which is identical with that in almost 
every congressional authorization of a 
public power project, dating back to 
1906-I certainly did not invent it. 

But, Mr. President, it is a fact that not 
a single Member of the Senate, so far as 
I know, submitted to the Public Works 
Committee any proposal for an amend
ment of that section or any other section 
of S. 1823. 

My distinguished colleague froni New 
York did not appear before the Public 
Works Committee to urge amendment or 
elimination of the preference provision 
or of any other provision of S. 1823. 

Indeed, no Senator formally made or 
pressed any such or similar proposal. 

I am, in fact, puzzled by the attitude 
of my colleague. He is on record, re
peatedly, and recently-in the campaign 
.of 1954-in favor of public development 
of the Niagara. In two previous Con
gresses, he had introduced proposed leg
islation for the public development of 
this resource by the New York Power 
Authority. He did not introduce such 
a bill in this Congress. 

Senator IvEs' proposal of previous 
years was somewhat different from 
mine. It did not provide for preferences. 
It did not contain safeguards of the 
consumer interest approved and re
ported by the committee. But it was, in 
other respects, similar to the bill which 
is before the Senate. 

Governor Dewey, long the dominant 
figure in the Republican Party of New 
York btate, if not the Nation, has re
peatedly urged and advocated public 
development of Niagara power. Indeed, 
it was at his behest, in 1951, that the 

Attorney General Javits has recently 
circulated among Members of the Senate 
a memorandum favoring and urging 
public development, and supporting the 
principle of S. 1823, although proposing 
a possible revision of some details. 
· The Republican chairman of the New 

York State Power Authority has taken a 
position somewhat similar to that of 
Attorney General Javits, although Mr. 
Moses has specifically said that the 
Power Authority can operate under the 
terms of S. 1823. 

The present Governor of New York, 
Gov. Averell Harriman, and his adminis
tration, support S. 1823, as reported out 
by the committee, without qualification 
or reservation. Governor Harriman was 
elected, in 1954, on a platform pledging 
the public development of Niagara spe
cifically, along the lines of S. 1823. New 
York State thus voted for the public de
velopment ·or Niagara just a year and a 
half ago, in November 1954, and Gov
ernor Harriman has acted to carry out 
this statewide public mandate. 

So, Mr. President, let us keep our eye 
on the real issue-the issue of the right 
of the State of New York to build and 
operate this power project versus the 
right of a private power monopoly to be 
given free access to this precious re
source in violation of the law of New 
York State which reserves this resource 
to the people, to be publicly developed 
for the public use and benefit. 

The Senate Public Works Committee 
has examined all the provisions of the 
pending bill, S. 1823. The committee 
has weighed all the arguments against 
preference, some of which were made by 
Bob Moses, chairman of the New York 
Power Authority. But the committee, 
in its wisdom, decided in favor of the 
preference provision, as committees of 
the Congress have on every similar occa-:
sion of which I have knowledge, since 
1906, 50 years ago. 

I am sure the proponents of this bi.ll, 
including members of the committee, 
will be prepared to answer challenges to 
specific provisions of the bill. But let 
us keep the main issue before us. 

I challenge the opponents of this bill 
to pose the main issue by offering on the 
floor of the Senate the private giveaway 
bill, S. 6, introduced by the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART] and rejected by 
the Public Works Committee as a sub
stitute. 

I should like to see a record vote on 
that substitute proposal. 

Of course this so-called private enter
prise proposal is not new in the Senate. 
It has been presented to this body before. 
It was presented to the Senate back in 
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1931, in the form of a protocol to the I doubt if any project in history has ments already made on the Canadian 
Treaty of 1909, a protocol.which provided received more thorough study and pains- side. 
that the Niagara Falls Co., which has taking consideration than has been given Mr. President, the hydroelectric proj
since become a wholly owned subsidiary by committees of the Congress to the ect will create 1,600,000 kilowatts of new 
of the Niagara Mohawk Co., which is try- · subject matter of this proposed legis- generating capacity. It will produce an 
ing today to get possession of this re- lation. annual average of approximately 10 bil
source, might build necessary remedial In addition to the hearings held on the lion kilowatt-hours of low-cost hydro
works at Niagara Falls and receive in treaty by the Committee ,on Foreign electric energy. 
return the right to develop· power from Relations in 1950, the Committees on I am confident that legislation for 
10,000 cubic feet per second of Niagara Public Works of both the House and the these purposes commands the support of 
water. Senate have taken literally thousands an overwhelming majority of the people 

Do Senators know what happened to of pages of testimony from hundreds qf of my State, and of the Nation. The pas
that protocol? It was unanimously re- witnesses at public hearings held in 1950, sage of this bill, at this session, and its 
jected by the Senate Foreign Relations 1951, 1953, 1954, and 1955. signature by the President, would be an 
Committee. Nineteen members of that Every phase of the Niagara develop- historic and constructive achievement in 
committee voted unanimously against it. ment has been carefully explored. Every the public interest and reflect lasting 
One of the votes cast was that of the provision of the pending bill has been credit alike upon both the Congress and 
distinguished senior Senator from Geor- justified by the weight of the evidence the President. 
gia [Mr. GEORGE}, now the chairman of taken at the hearings. At the public hearings held in this 
that great . committee. I shall refer The result is S. 1823 as r_eported on Congress, and under the preceding ad-
again to that historic action. January 16 by the Committee on Public ministration, the Committee on Public 

But this is the issue today, as. in 1931, Works with the support of a bipartisan Works has found no difference of opinion 
25 years ago-and for years before that majority of its members. The commit- among the executive departments, their 
time and since that time-the attempt tee, moreover, has improved and per- power experts, their engineers, and hun
by selfish private monopoly to get posses- fected the bill, by amendments to dreds of other witnesses as to the eco
sion of more of the Niagara resource shorten and clarify its provisions and nomic feasibility and the desfrability of 
than they had already obtained in the compose differences of view which arose _ developing the fu,11 power potential_ of 
early years of this century. The Niagara in the course of the hearings. I heartily the Niagara River. 
Mohawk Co. today has the use of 20,000 concur in the committee amendments, The complete soundness of this devel
cubic feet per second of the precious and I wish to associate myself com- opment in a self-liquidating project is 
Niagara waters, which belong to all the pletely with the interpretation placed generally conceded. It_is not questioned 
people of New York State and of this upon the provisions of the bill in the in the views filed by a minor ity of the 
country. They have it by virtue of a committee's report. . committee. The minority, in fact, rec
license issued by the Federal Power Com- An identical bill, H. R. 8109, intro- ognizes the tremendous value of the 
mission in 1921, confirming grants se- duced by Chairman BUCKLEY of the Niagara resource and favors its prompt 
cured by one means or another in prior House Public Works Committee, is now utilization. - But the minority does ex
years. pending before that committee in the press a preference for its private exploi-

I do not propose-and this bill does House. The House committee, having tation by private utility corporations of 
not propose-to disturb the Niagara Mo- also completed its hearings on this sub- New York State. 
hawk Co. in its present enjoyment of the ject, is awaiting action by the Senate. Let me turn now, briefly, to the so
profits of those early grants and that - Mr. President, I request that the sum- called safeguard provisions-provisions 
50-year license issued in 1921. mary of the main provisions of S. 1823, designed to protect the interests of 

But I am opposed-and, I .know the as contained in the committee report, to- neighboring States, of the Nation, and . 
Senate is-opposed-to giving this private gether with the conclusions of the· com- of the general public, and of the con-
monopoly any more of the Niagara .wa- mittee, be printed in the RECORD follow- sumers of Niagara power. · 
ters, secured by the treaty of 1950 for ing my remarks. . The committee found that these safe-
the benefit of the peopie of New York The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without guard provisions are essential if the mil-
State and of the Nation., objection, it is so ordered. lions of consumers in New York, and in 

Mr. President, I have summarized the <See exhibit 1.) its sister States of the Northeast, are to 
facts and defined the chief issue. I ·shall Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, in a realize the potential benefits of the 
be glad, and other proponents of this unique sense, the Niagara River is famil- Niagara, once it is publicly developed. · 
legislation will be glad, in the course of iar to more people than is any other river . The committee accuratelY. points out 
this debate, to reply specifically to points on the North American Continent. The that the average residential rates in 
made against specific provisions in this grandeur of its scenic spectacle, the mag- New York State for domestic and rural 
bill, or to questions as to the basic va- nitude of its potential hydroelectric consumers "are among the highest in 
lidity of this measure, power, are well known to the people of the Nation". 

But for the sake of an orderly consid- all the States of the United States and The committee bill carries the usual 
eration, I should like now to proceed to the Provinces of Canada, and countries congressional provisions for service to 
fill in, with some detail, the background the world over, who have been visiting it public and rural electric cooperative 
of this proposed legislation and its by the millionl:i for many years.. In 1955 agencies as preference customers. It 
antecedents. the recorded visitors at the falls num- provides for the use of existing transmis-

Mr. President, as I said before-and bered 4,252,000. sion lines, or of -nonduplicating lines 
I wish to emphasize-the pending bill, I am sure every Senator recognizes the built only where needed and where eco
S. 1823, does not request, nor does it in- tremendous value of this marvelous re- nomically justified. It provides further 
volve, now or later, the appropriation of source of nature and takes pride in its that neighboring States shall have equal 
a single dollar from the Federal Treas- conservation and development as a access to and a reasonable share of proj-
ury. priceless part of our national heritage. ect power, subject to allocations by the 

The bill authorizes the construction, Now, just a word about the treaty obli- Federal Power Commission in the event 
operation, and maintenance by the Power gation to preserve and enhance the of disagreement. With these safe
Authority of the State of New York of . beauty of the falls. This is being done guards, the committee estimates that 
a self-liquidating power project on the (a) by remedial works designed to con- Niagara power could be used to produce 
United States side of the river. The trol the flow of water to insure an un- "an annual saving of about a third of a 
Niagara is confined wholly to the State broken crestline over the escarpment billion dollars in the region's annual 
of New York and the Province of Ontario. now threatened with ultimate destruc- electric bill." · · 
It forms, as I have said, a part of the tion 'by progressive erosion; and (b) by I need not labor the point that Niagara 
natural boundary between Canada and provisions, in the pending bill, to make power is desperately needed in the 
the United States. the Niagara more accessible to the pub- Northeast and will readily be absorbed 

S. 1823 would fully implement, and is lie by the construction on the United by consumers in New York, Pennsyl
wholly consistent with, the Niagara States side of the river of a magnificent vania, Ohio, and neighboring States. 
Treaty of 1950 with Canada. parkway, comparable to the improve- There is general and complete agree-



"·"' 1956 CONGRESSIONAL ·1rnco1io - · SENATE 8075 
ment on this point. · The needs which 
will be served by the pending bill have, 
indeed, grown more· urgent since the 
Senate gave its advice and consent to the 
ratification of the treaty nearly 6 years 
ag~ -

In the meantime, with the sanction o~ 
the Canadian Parliament, the Province . 
of Ontario, through its public agency, 
the Hydro-Electric Power Commission, 
has already nearly completed a gigantic 
new project, directly across the Niagara 
River from the State of New York. This 
new powerplant, with an ultimate capac
ity of 1,275,000 kilowatts, is already in 
operation and will soon be utilizing the 
entire Canadian share of the waters of 
the Niagara made available by the 
Treaty of 1950. 

Unless and until Congress acts, On
tario will also be free to use the United 
States share of the flow of the Niagara to 
produce power for consumption in Can
ada. Ontario has every right, under the 
express terms of article VIII of the 
treaty, to utilize our share of this water 
which otherwise, in the absence of the 
New York power development author
ized by the present bill, would continue 
to run to waste. 

It is therefore unmistakably clear that, 
until Congress acts, all the additional 
low-cost power that can be produced in 
such great volume on the Niagara, under 
the 1950 treaty, will be publicly devel
oped and transmitted by the Ontario 
Commission to municipalities, rural elec
tric cooperatives, and the expanding in.: 
dustries of that Province. Many of 
these industries, including the dairy in
dustry, are directly competitive with 
producers in the Northeastern United 
States. Ontario already enjoys a com
petitive advantage, with electric rates 
far below the cost of power and electric 
service in New York, Pennsylvania, Ohio, 
and the New England States. 

The rate for power in Niagara Falls, 
N. Y., is almost twice as high as the rate 
in Niagara Falls, Ontario, immediately 
across the river. 

In the light of these conditions, pre
sented at the hearings, the committee 
has wisely recommended the immediate 
public development of our share of the 
Niagara water. It has reported the 
present bill as the best means of utilizing 
this resource, under long-established 
congressional power policy, and in a 
manner to assure lower electric bills to 
consumers throughout the Northeast. 

When the magnitude and the value of 
this power are taken into account, it is 
shocking to contemplate the losses which 
have already resulted from our delay 
in authorizing the development of the 
United States share of the treaty water. 

Most recently, in the pending majority 
report, and before that, in 1954, in 
minority views, there was an estimate 
that rate reductions obtainable from the 
Niagara development could reach as 
much as $300 million annually for con
sumers in the Northeast. 

My successor as Governor of New 
York, the Honorable Thomas E. Dewey, 
presented a pertinent engineering report 
to the committee at its hearings in the 
last Congress. This report estimated 
that the coordinated development of the 

Niagara and the St. Lawrence, and the 
integration of hydro and steam power 
supply, would result in rate reductions 
for New York State consumers alone, 
amounting to annual savings of $95 
million. 

So great_is the ya)ue o~ this power, and 
so great is the demand for electric energy 
in the Northeast, that the Corps of En
gineers reported to the committee in the 
82d Congress that the sale of Niagara 
energy will yield revenues exceeding the 
estimated project cost of $400 million 
within 10 years. 

These and other estimates on the rec
ord support the committee bill and the 
conclusion that domestic and rural con
sumers of the Northeast, and many small 
industries of the area, depressed and 
stunted for lack of low-cost power will 
enjoy a direct savings from this project, 
amounting to tens of millions of dollars 
a year. 

In our consideration of the bill, there 
is another important factor which will 
surely not escape public notice and the 
thoughtful attention of the Members of 
this body. 

The United States being the leader of 
the free world, it has been a part of our 
foreign policy under the present and the 
preceding administrations to aid and en
courage the development of water re
sources, and thereby to raise the stand
ards of living of the people of friendly 
and uncommitted nations, whose well 
being and security are important to our 
own. 

All over the world the people are aspir
ing to improve the conditions of their 
daily living and to increase their indus
try and production by utilizing the gifts 
of nature from a bountiful providence. 

Great hydroelectric projects are rising, 
or are finding a place on the drafting,t 
boards, in Pakistan, Iran, India, For
mosa, Israel, Egypt, Turkey, Greece, 
Afghanistan, and in other quarters of the 
globe. . 

Many of these countries have looked to 
us and have secured loans and grants 
for such projects. Virtually all of these 
projects call for the public development 
of these water resources, under Govern
ment auspices. 

And those projects which have been 
built have resulted, in those countries, in 
lower electric rates and production costs, 
the creation of new wealth, new indus
try, and new taxable income and values. 

I have consistently supported the ap
propriations we have made to stimulate 
and assist these projects abroad, because 
I am convinced that raising the standard 
of living of these people is of critical im
portance to the security and well being of 
the United States and the free world. 

But I say it would be nothing less than 
an economic crime against the American 
people if, while we are rightly aiding 
other nations to develop their great 
rivers, we continue, with profligate waste, 
to delay the use of such a magnificent 
resource as the Niagara. 

After we have finished authorizing 
more foreign aid at this session, I do not 
see how any of us will be able to explain 
or justify a vote against the bill, a _bill 
which would merely permit one of the 
sovereign States of the United States to 

proceed with ~ self-liquidating project 
that can be built, operated, and main
tained in perpetuity without a single dol
lar of cost to the taxpayers of the United 
States. · 

The aut~orization qf the Niagara proj
ect at this session of Congress ·under the 
present bill will, of course, bring .its most · 
direct benefits to the people of New York, 
Pennsylvania, and Ohio, and to the 
power-starved rural electric cooperative, 
municipal plants, and many of the di
versified industries of the Northeast. 

By the interconnection of the Niagara, 
and, the St. I,,awrence developments, and 
with the delivery of power by inter
change and displacement, this project 
will also fortify the available power sup
ply throughout the Northeast, and thus 
directly serve the interest of neighboring 
New England States. 

But, Mr. Presiden"t, I am not urging the 
passage of the bill solely because of its 
direct and indirect benefits to the North.: 
east and to the people of my own State. 

My colleagues will bear witness that I 
have consistently supported and voted 
for the authorization of sound river de
velopment projects in all parts of our 
country; and I have also supported and 
voted for the vast appropriations usually 
required for such projects, projects un
like that proposed in the pending Niag
ara bill for which no Federal appropria..: 
tions will be required. I have cast my 
votes for TV A, Bonneville, and the upper 
Colorado, for instance, on the principle 
that a sound development of our re
sources in one section benefits the whole 
Nation, and that what is good for our 
country as a whole is good for the people 
of New York. 

The wise application of this principle 
by Congress has made possible the great 
developments on the Colorado, the Ten
nessee, the Columbia, the Missouri, and 
other major streams. _ I have supported 
such projects, as I support flood-control 
and power development in the Northeast. 
While these projects seem to bring their 
most immediate benefits to people living 
in the vicinity of a given development, 
they inevitably contribute to the strength 
of our economy as a whole. 

On precisely thP. same principle, I am 
appealing to the Senate now, not for the 
appropriation of Federal funds for the 
construction of a Federal project in the 
Northeast, but for the authorization of a 
State development of the unused resource 
which lies on our threshold on the Niag
ara frontier, without expense to the Fed
eral Government. 

Under the terms of the bill, this wholly 
self-liquidating project will be financed 
by the State through the sale of the 
revenue bonds of the New York Power 
Authority. That agency has already 
successfully marketed $335 million of its 
revenue bonds for the St. Lawrence proj
ect now under construction. 

Mr. President, the proposal for a public 
development of our hydroelectric re
sources is certainly not new or radical in 
New York State. 

This policy has been recommended 
and advanced by virtually every Gover
nor of the State of New York for more 
than 50 years, regardless of party. 
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Long· before I was elected Governor in 

1932, the State development of our great 
waterpower resources in New York was 
urged by Theodore Roosevelt, by Gov. 
Charles Evans Hughes, and by Gov. 
Alfred E. Smith. The Power Authority 
of the State of New York was set up un-

. der Gov. Franklin D. Roosevelt in 1931. 
This was the first public agency of its 
kind created in the United States. Mr. 
President, you will find many of the im
portant safeguard provisions contained 
in the pioneering Power Authority Act 
written almost verbatim into subsequent 
Federal statutes, and in the enabling leg
islation which set up similar a gencies in 
South Carolina, Texas, Nebraska, Okla
homa, and other States. 

My immediate predecessors, Governor 
Smith and Governor Roosevelt, en
visioned the coordinated public develop
ment of both the St. Lawrence and the 
Niagara by the power authority of our 
State, but both projects were bitterly 
opposed and obstructed for many years 
by the private utilities and allied special 
interests. 

During the 10 years of my administra
tion as Governor of New York there never 
was a time when the private utilities were 
not using every device to gain control of 
the remaining undeveloped power of the 
Niagara. Time and time again, by ac
tion taken in the executive department, 
in the legislature, and in the highest 
courts of our State, it was necessary for 
the State government to beat back the 
importunate cl:>vims of private power 
companies to the outright ownership of 
the Niagara resource. 

In 1939 I submitted to the legislature, 
and forwarded to the appropriate com
mittees of Congress, the exhaustive en
gineering report of the New York State 
Power Authority for the development of 
the Niagara along with the St. Lawrence. 

This report, for the first time, formu
lated a definite program for· the coordi
nated public development of Niagara-St. 
Lawrence power and for the integra
tion of these new sources of hydroelec
tric power supply with expanding steam 
power facilities of the State, both public 
and private. 

In many messages and public state
ments as governor of New York, and in 
·testimony before congressional commit
tees, I strongly urged this program. A 
long step toward achieving its benefits 
was taken in 1951. In that year the leg
islature finally passed, and Governor 
Dewey signed, the State law giving the 
power authority the same mandate to 
construct the Niagara power project, 
subject to Federal approval, as that 
agency was given in 1931, and is now 
exercising, to build the St. Lawrence 
power project. 

I have cited this history to show that 
New York State, by the action of its 
governors of both parties, Republicans 
and Democrats, has effectively conserved 
its major public power resources in the 
interest of the people, and thus far has 
prevented their alienation to private 
monopoly interests. If the principle of 
states rights is to be respected, then 
there is only one method by which the 
Niagara resource may be immediately 
utilized, and that is by public develop
ment. 

To this end, I introduced the original 
version of the pending bill promptly 
after the United States and Canada 
signed the Niagara Treaty ear:y in 1950. 
House hearings· were held on a com
panion bill after the Senate approved 
the treaty. But it was then ~o late in 
the session to obtain a vote to authorize 
the project, so that we might keep pace 
with Canada in utilizing the treaty 
water. 

The bill I introduced in 1950 has, of 
course, been revised to meet changing 
conditions. The very complete hearings 
held by the Committee on Public Works 
and close study of the project by the 
able members of the committee now give 
us a bill which has been greatly im
proved and strengthened. It retains, 
however, the basic provisions of the 1950 
bill, namely, that the Niagara waters 
shall be publidy developed and the 
project shall be operated by the State 
of New York, through its accredited 
public agency, and that the usual safe
guards shall be maintained, in author
izing the development, so as to protect 
wholesale customers and ultimate con
sumers in neighboring States as well as 
in the State of New York. 

The bill containing these provisions 
was unopposed at the public hearings 
held in 1950. The distinguished Sen
ator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN], 
at the next session in 1951, promptly . 
called and ably conducted Senate hear
ings on the Niagara development, as 
chairman of the Public Works Subcom
mittee. In the course of those hearings, 
as the Senator from Arkansas will recall, 
my bill for public development of the 
Niagara was endorsed by the Federal 
Power Commission, the Corps of Engi
neers, the United States Army, the Rural 
Electrification _\dministration, and all 
·the executive departments principally 
concerned with this project. 
. The Niagara Mohawk Power Corp., 
which dominates the power supply in 
most of upstate New York, presented no · 
witnesses against the public project at 
the initial House hearings in 1950. By 
1951, however, formidable opposition had 
been organized to resist public develop
ment on the Niagara in any form. 

The organized opposition which was 
.then launched has continued unabated, 
up to this session of the Congress, against 
·the utilization of the Niagara resource 
.by the method approved by the Commit
-tee on Public Works in the pending bill. 

As a matter of fact, Niagara Mohawk 
·had set its sights on winning ·control of 
all the remaining power at the falls 
long before the Senate approved the 
1950 treaty. 

·Through a wholly-owned subsidiary, 
the Niagara Falls Power Co., Niagara 
Mohawk presently uses 20,000 cubic feet 
per second of Niagara water for power 
production, under a standard-form li
cense for 50 years, granted by the Fed-

-eral Power Commission in 1921. That 
use will not be disturbed; in fact, it may 
be considerably enhanced in efficiency 
and economy, under the terms of the 
committee bill. 

For many . years, the Niagara Falls 
Power Co. boldly asserted its claims to 
the use of all the water of the river and 
all the remaining power that could ever 

be developed from the Niagara Falls and 
Rapids. 

During my administration as gover
nor, this company tried by every means 
to establish -its claims, but it tried in 
vain. The courts of the State of New 
York upheld and vindicated the domi
nant rights of the public over the public 
waters of the Niagara. And when the 
company, in a test case, sought to in
crease its diversion of Niagara water 
beyond the limit then fixed in the Fed
eral license, its application was flatly re
jected by the Federal Power Commission. 

The pioneer developments of power at 
the falls, at the dawn of the electrical 
age, were not, of course, made by the 
Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. or by its 
wholly-owned subsidiary, the Niagara 
Falls Power Co. Through a long series 
of mergers and consolidations, the prop
erties and rights of the original owners 
and enterprisers, and their successors. 
were taken over, step by step, until gen
erations later, they passed under the 
complete control of Niagara Mohawk. 

Having failed to establish its claims 
to all the remaining power of the river, 
Niagara Mohawk saw the glittering prize 
almost within its reach during the con
sideration of the Niagara Treaty of 1950. 
That treaty, for the first time in 40 years, 
permits increased permanent diversion 
of water from the Niagara for power 
purposes, beyond the .. limit of 20,000 
cubic feet per second for the United 
States, fixed in the Boundary Waters 
Treaty of 1909. 

Under Lhe new treaty, the United 
States share of the Niagara diversion 
will amount to an annual average of 
65,000 cubic feet per second. This more 
than trebles the amount of the perma. 
nent diversion heretofore used by Ni
agara Mohawk under its Federal Power 
Commission license, which will continue 
under the committee bill. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from ·New York yield for a 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KERR in the chair). Does th~ Senator 
.from New York yield to the Senator from 
Illinois? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am very glad to yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that, in 

addition to the increased diversion from 
.20,000 cubic feet a second to 65,000 cubic 
feet a second, the additional 45,000 cubic 
feet, instead of being dropped from a 
height of approximately 100. feet, will be 
dropped from a height of more than 300 
feet, by being taken farther downstream 
through a canal, where the cliffs are 
higher above the river than at the falls 
themselves, so that from the same 
.amount of water, approximately 3 times 
as much energy will be obtained? 

Mr. LEHMAN. There is no question 
at all that the Senator from Illinois is 
correct. We certainly will get much 
more power as a result of the greater 
drop of the water from the falls. There 
is no question whatsoever about that. 

· What ·the Senator from Illinois has 
pointed out is generally accepted by all 
the experts. 

Mr. · DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
·New York may know that in November 
. I . spent 2 days studying the problems 
of water and power at Niagara Falls, 
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and then spent 2 days studying the s5t
uation at the St. Lawrence River. I was 
struck by the fact that the present utili
zation of power on the American side 
of the falls is very uneconomic, in that 
the full potential fall is not really being 
used. I believe the distance between the 
top of the falls or some distance above 
the falls and the immediate bottom of 
the falls is only a little over 100 feet. 
But if the water is taken downstream 
approximately 3 miles, through an open 
canal, and then is dropped over the side 
of the cliff near the Whirlpool Rapids, 
there will be a fall of more than 300 
feet. That would be a much more eco
nomic use of a given amount of water. 

On the Canadian side, I found that 
the Canadians have already done pre
cisely that; and now, as the Senator 
from New York knows, in addition to 
the original generators which the Cana
dians installed some years ago, they have 
installed an equal number of additional 
generators to take care of the added di
version permitted them under the 1950 
treaty. However, on the Canadian side 
the water is taken underground, I be
lieve; whereas on the American side, be
cause of the contour of the cliffs, it is 
not necessary to take the water under
ground, but, instead, it could be taken 
downstream in an open canal. Further
more, in order to adjust the flow and 
preserve the scenic beauty of'the falls, it 
will be possible for us to use the Cana
dian system of having the water from 
the falls go in part into an interior lake; 
and then the flow from the lake will 
take care of the flow of the falls dur
ing the daylight hours in the tourist 
ieason, so that a steady flow of power 
will be maintained. Am I correct as to 
that? 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from 
Illinois is eminently correct. 

I wish to say that I was happy when I 
tieard he had spent some days at Niag
a.1·a Falls, both on the American side and 
on the Canadian side. The value of his 
visit there is certainly demonstrated by 
his very evident knowledge of the situa
tion existing there. There is no doubt 
that what he has said is correct. The 
power can now be generated much more 
efficiently and much more economically 
than was the case when the plants on 
both the American side and the Cana
dian side were originally developed. 

I wonder whether the Senator from 
Illinois noticed another matter which 
has given me very great concern; in fact, 
I think it has given the people of the 
United States very great concern. I love 
Canada, and I think Canada is a great 
nation. I have only the greatest ad
miration for Canada. On the other 
hand, I do not want to have the Cana
dians have any particular advantage 
over us, in respect to the development of 
resources. I am sure that the Senator 
from Illinois noted that on the Canadian 
side of the Niagara River, industrial de
velopment and residental development 
are proceeding at a very much more 
rapid pace than on the American side. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Of course the Sena
tor from New York is entirely correct. 
The low power rates which the Ontario 
Hydroelectric Power Authority is able 

to off er to both residential customers 
and industrial users have permitted tre
mendous development. Yet the inter
esting thing is that scenically the Cana
dian side of the Niagara River is beau
tiful, whereas the American side of the 
Niagara River from Buffalo to Lake On
tario is a horrible eyesore. 

Let me ask the Senator from New 
York whether my impression is correct, 
namely, is it the intention of the Power 
Authority that, if this project is ap
proved, the earth which is excavated in 
order to construct the canal from a 
point somewhat above the falls to 3 
miles or so below the falls, at the rapids, 
will be used in such a way that a scenic 
highway somewhat comparable to -the 
highway on the Canadian side can be 
constructed there. 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from Illi
nois is correct. The bill provides for the 
building by the State of New York of a 
scenic highway, at a cost estimated to be 
approximately $15 million, right along 
the edge of the falls. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. For that purpose, the 
earth which will be excavated to create 
the canal-and which otherwise would 
have to be disposed of elsewhere-will be 
used to create a beautiful parkway; is 
that correct? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am told that is cor
rect. I am not a,n engineer, but I under
stand that is the intention. 

The Senator from Illinois has referred 
to the great development of power for 
both residential use and industria.l use 
on the Canadian side of the Niagara 
River. I should like to emphasize that, 
on the Canadian side, electric power is 
less than one-half as expensive as is 
power on the American side. To be ex
act, if my memory serves me correctly, 
on the American· side 250 kilowatts of 
power cost $5.03, whereas on the Cana
dian side the cost · is approximately 
$2.40-or less than one-half. I think 
that is a typical case, which I could mul
tiply many, many times by giving the 
cost of public power in various other 
places. However, that is a graphic and 
dramatic case; and that situation has 
permitted the Province of Ontario to de
velop much more rapidly than it has 
been possible for the adjoining areas in 
the United States to develop. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield for a 
further interruption? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am very glad to 
yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. . The Senator from 
New York has stated that, although he 
is a friend of Canada, he does not wish 
to see Canada obtain more power than 
the United States obtains. Is it not true 
that if the United States does not act in 
this case Canada will be entitled not only 
to her half of the power but also to all 
the power which we do not use? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes; all of it. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Although the Cana

dians have installed additional genera
tors some miles down the river, they have 
the three antiquated plants at the foot 
of the falls, on the Canadian side, which 
they intend to use for the development 
of power which otherwise would be ours, 
but which will be Canada's unless and 
until we act. Is that not true? 

Mr. LEHMAN. That is perfectly true. 
Even today I believe their output of 
power is more than three times as great 
as ours. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I only wish that 
Members of the United States Senate 
and House of Representatives could 
spend the night at Niagara Falls and 
stay in the hotel on the Canadian side, 
because, as the Senator from New York 
knows, one can look out the windows of 
the hotel on the Canadian side and see 
the three antiquated powerplants on the 
Canadian side at the foot of the falls, 
where the drop is only something like 1 i2 
feet. The Canadians will take water 
which belongs to the United States under 
the treaty of 1950 and convert it into 
electric power, but they will convert it 
very inefficiently, because they will have 
a drop of only a little more than 100 
feet. 

If we carry out the suggestions of· the 
Senator from New York, we not only will 
be able to take the water, but by taking 
it downstream, we shall obtain a drop 
approximately three times the drop on 
the Canadian side of the falls, and hence 
will add to the total amount of power 
threefold, in addition to getting for our
selves some of the potential power now 
used by Canada. 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator is quite 
correct. 

The use . Canada is making of this 
waterpower resource, I think, has been 
illustrated in an amusing way, and yet 
it is a rather tragic and pathetic way. I 
am told that last night in Buffalo, from 
9:23 to about half past 11, a period of 
more than 2 hours, there was a complete 
blackout. The reason for the blackout 
was that something happened to power 
production on the Canadian side, and the 
Niagara Power Co. was getting its power 
from Canada. It was not generating it 
itself. It was importing power from 
Canada to supply the needs of Buffalo 
and some of the other areas. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. And in all probabil
ity, was it not buying the power at low 
rates from the Ontario Hydroelectric 
Authority and selling it at high rates to 
the residents and industries of Buffalo? 

Mr. LEHMAN. There is no question 
about it. As I said, it would be amusing, 
if it were not so tragic. I sympathize 
very much with the people of Buffalo and 
the surrounding area, who were in a 
complete blackout for more than 2 hours. 

In view of the questions raised by the 
Sena tor from Illinois, I wish to read a 
memorandum, as a part of my speech, in 
reply to some of his questions. 

DIVERSIONS OF NIAGARA WATER FOR POWER 

PURPOSES 

Diversions of water from the Niagara 
River for power purposes have been 
strictly limited by international treaty 
between the United States and Canada 
for more than 45 years. 

The Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909, 
signed by the United States and by Great 
Britain, on behalf of Canada, was nego
tiated under President Theodore Roose
velt by Secretary of State Root and Am
bassador Bryce, submitted to the Senate 
by President Taft, and ratified in 1910. 

This treaty limited United States di
versions from the Niagara to 20,000 cubic 
feet of water per second, and Canadian 
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diversions to 36,000 cubic feet of water 
per second. This apparent disparity was 
designed to off set the Chicago diversion 
from the Great Lakes system by the 
United States and also the use of Niagara 
water on the Canadian. side by power- . 
plants then owned by United States 
power companies which transmitted 
their output from Ontario to New York 
customers. 

By exchanges of notes in the defense 
emergency preceding United States en
trance into World War II and during the 
war both the United States and Canada 
arranged to increase their diversions on 
a temporary basis. I emphasize the word 
"temporary." Otherwise, the limits 
fixed in the 1909 treaty for permanent 
diversions stood until the Niagara Treaty 
of 1950. The new treaty increased the 
total . permanent diversions to 130,000 
cubic feet per second for both countries, 
evenly divided to permit an annual aver
age of 65,000 cubic feet per second for 
each. 

Canada has now virtually completed 
its new project on the Niagara, with an 
ultimate capacity of 1,375,000 kilowatts, 
to utilize the full Canadian share of the 
Niagara diversion under the treaty of 
1950. 

The United States, on the other hand, 
until S. 1823 authorizes redevelopment 
on our side, will enjoy the use of only 
20,000 cubic feet per second on a per
manent basis, and the temporary use of 
an additional 12,500 cubic feet per sec
ond permitted under the wartime emer
gency arrangements, which may be ter
minated at any time. 

In summary, the United States Ni
agara diversions are as follows: 

Under 1909 treaty, 19,725 cubic feet 
per second. This is all the water cov
ered by the FPC license of 1921, permit
ting permanent use by Niagara Falls 
Power Co., the licensee, until 1971. 

Niagara Falls Power Co. applied for, 
but was denied by FPC, an amendment 
to its license, ·permitting the permanent 
use of the remaining 275 ·cubic feet per 
second of the 1909 Boundary Waters 
Treaty water. 

Under World War II temporary ar
rangements, 12,775 cubic feet per second, 
including the 275 cubic feet per second 
noted just above. 

Total, permanent and temporary, 
32,500 cubic feet per second. 

Thus, the United States cannot use its 
full share of 65,000 cubic feet per second, 
on a parity with Canada, until the au
thorization for redevelopment in a new 
project on the United States side, pro
vided for in S. 1823, is passed. Until 
then, the permanent use of water by the 
United States will remain at 19,725 cubic 
feet per second, and the temporary use 
at 12,775 cubic feet per second. 

The recommittal or defeat of S. 1823 
would thus delay for an indefinite period 
the use of waters capable of development 
in a project producing tremendous blocks 
of low-cost hydroelectric energy. 

It should not be overlooked that the 
Niagara Falls Power Co., a wholly owned 
subsidiary of Niagara Mohawk Power 
Corp., has a very large vested interest in 
delay on this bill, S. 1823, even if it fails 
to obtain passage of S. 6, the Capehart 
private development bill. 

The licensee may hope to continue its 
present temporary use of 12,775 cubic 
feet per second until Congress acts to 
authorize the new redevelopment proj
ect. The new project under S. 1823 
would use this water, plus an additional 
23,225 cubic feet per second, or a total of 
45,225 cubic feet per second. The re
maining 19,725 cubic feet per second 
would continue to be used by the Niagara 
Falls Power Co. under its 1921 FPC li-
cense, running until 1971. / 

The records of the Public Service Com
mission of New York show that the li
censee has made millions of dollars in 
profits . from its temporary use of the 
Niagara diversion, which would cease 
when the Congress acts. 

Let me say to .the Senator from Illi
nois that I am very grateful to him for 
posing these questions, because he has 
given me the opportunity, in addition 
to answering many other issues, of plac
ing this memorandum in the RECORD in 
reply to his inquiry. I think there is 
oomparatively little understanding of 
the main issue, that if we do not develop 
the power, Canada will develop it. 

We will not gain. Of course, a mo
tion to recommit would delay the bill for 
a long time. I cannot believe that Con
gress would ever turn over this great 
natural power resource to private de
velopment. It would not make sense to 
do so, and I cannot believe that the peo
ple of the United States would approve 
such action. 

Therefore I am very grateful to the 
Senator from Illinois for asking the 
questions he has asked. 

Niagara Mohawk vigorously supported 
the ratification of the 1950 treaty at the 
public hearings held early in that year 
before the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. The president o"f the corporation, 
Mr. Earl J. Machold, gave formal writ
ten notice to Chairman Connally and 
the committee that Niagara Mohawk 
would file an application for private de
velopment of all the additional Niagara 
power, under a license from the Federal 
Power Commission, as soon as the Sen-. 
ate approved the treaty. 

The able Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN], with keen foresight, had antici
pated this very demand on the part of 
Niagara Mohawk many months before 
the treaty was signed and submitted to 
the Senate. In a speech on this floor, 
February 8, 1948, the Senator warned 
that the utilities, even then, were driving 
for private development of the tremen
dous power potential of the Niagara. I{ 
such an attempt succeeded, the Senator 
aptly stated, it would be the biggest raid 
on our public power resources in the 
history of the Nation. 

It was only as a result of the timely 
action taken by the Committee on For
eign Relations and by the Senate itself, 
in the consideration of the 1950 treaty, 
that such a raid was forestalled. 

The Senator from Vermont, who was 
not then a member of the committee, 
submitted a draft reservation to the 
treaty, which, after deliberate considera
tion, was unanimously approved by the 
committee and reported to the Senate 
with the treaty. Its text is as follows: 

The United States on its part expressly 
reserves the right to provide by act of Con-

gress for redevelopment, for the public use 
and benefit, of the United States share of 
the waters of the Niagara River made avail
able by the provisions of the treaty, and no 
project for redevelopment of the United 
States share of such waters shall be under
taken until it be specifically authorized by 
act of Congress. 

Thus the committee proposed that in
stead of turning the new power potential 
of the Niagara over to the Niagara Mo
ha wk Power Corp. by placing these wa
ters under the jurisdiction of the Fed
eral Power Commission, both branches 
of Congress and the President should ex
ercise their constitutional powers to pro
vide by the usual legislative method for 
the authorization of the Niagara project. 
, Let me point out and emphasize that 
at that time, in 1950, there was no pub
lic agency in the State of New York au
thorized by State law to apply for a 
license or to construct a public power 
project on the Niagara. 

It was not until the following year that 
the New York State Legislature gave the 
State power authority this function and 
jurisdiction, subject to the 1950 treaty 
and congressional approval. The Niag
ara Mohawk Power Corp., on the other 
hand, had · the corporate power to build 
the project and was in a highly strategic 
position in 1950 to obtain a license as 
the sole applicant. 

The committee was, of course, also~ 
fully aware that most of the major river 
development projects undertaken, since 
the Federal Power Commission was cre
ated in 1920, have . been authorized by 
congressional legislation, without in any
wise repealing or amending the Federal 
Power Act or impairing the proper iunc
tioning of the Federal Power Commission. 

The Aiken reservation was adopted by 
the Senate without a dissenting vote 
from any Member of this body, Republi
can or Democrat. The then minority· 
leader, Senator Wherry, of Nebraska 
drew attention to its text as reported t; 
the Senate and stated on the floor: 

I understand the reservation, and I ap
J;>reciate it very much. 

The reservation was adopted on August 
9, 1950, and thereafter, also without a 
dissenting vote, the Senate gave its ad
vice and consent to the ratification of 
the treaty, subject to the reservation. 
· This was by no means the first time, 
Mr. President, as I have already said, 
that the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions has been called upon to take timely 
and effective action to safeguard the 
Niagara resource in the public interest. 

On February 18, 1931, the committee 
met to consider the Niagara protocol, a 
treaty which had been negotiated and 
signed with Canada to increase the di
versions of water for power purposes. 
Under this treaty, it was proposed that 
the Niagara Falls Power Co. should build 
the remedial works at the falls. In re
turn, the power company was to receive 
as a "gift"-as .the committee chair
man called it--the right to divert 10,-
000 cubic feet of water per second, in 
addition to the diversion under its li
cense. 

That treaty was rejected by the unani
mous vote of the 19 members of the com
mittee. Joining in this action were such 
notable members of this body as Chair-
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man Borah, Senator Vandenberg, Sena
tor Wagner, Senator La Follette, Sen
ator Walsh of Montana, Senator Rob
inson of Arkansas, and our distin
guished colleague, the present chair
man of the committee, the senior Sen
ator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGEL 

The matter of the Niagara power di
version arose again in the defense emer
gency of World War II, and again the 
committee and the Senate acted to pro
tect the public's immense stake in this 
resource. 

We were then suffering an acute pow
er shortage in New York as a result of 
the staggering demands for defense pro
duction. The program for public de
velopment of the Niagara and the St. 
Lawrence envisioned by Governor Smith 
had been blocked for more than 20 years. 
It therefore became necessary in the 
midst of the world war to increase our 
power supply from every available 
source. 

We at Albany-and I was Governor at 
the time-cooperated with the Federal 
Government in a program to divert some 
additional amounts of Niagara water, 
on a strictly temporary basis, to meet the 
emergency. Washington exchanged a 
series of notes with Ottawa to agree on 
temporary increases in the Niagara di
versions permitted under the treaty of 
1909. 

I recall vividly how the senior Sena
tor from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] held that 
these agreements, although temporary 
in nature, were, in effect, amendments 
to the 1909 Boundary Waters Treaty and 
would require the advice · and consent of 
the Senate. As a result of his insist
ence on this procedure, New York: was 
then able to maintain and reassert its 
policy for the use of this water for sub
sequent public development. I expressed 
the views of New York State on this mat
ter in an official communication from 
myself as Governor, which the senior 
Senator from Georgia presented on the 
floor of the Senate during consideration 
of the treaty amendments. By the ac
tion then taken by the Foreign Rela
tions Committee and the Senate, the 
wartime diversions were kept on a tem
porary basis and the Niagara resource 
has come down to us, unimpaired, for 
full-scale public development under the 
pending bill. 

Mr. President, the only measure we 
have before us is S. 1823, reported by the 
Committee on Public Works with a 
strong nonpartisan recommendation for 
its passage. 

One other bill has been introduced in 
the Senate and considered by the com
mittee during this Congress dealing with 
the Niagara. That is S. 6, offered in each 
Congress since 1951 by the able Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART]. 

I recognize the complete sincerity of 
conviction of the Senator from Indiana 
in pressing vigorously, as he has for the 
past 5 years, in support of this private 
development bill. That measure was 
originally introduced in the House with 
perfectly open support from the Niagara 
Mohawk Power Corp, It has been en
dorsed by the heads of Niagara Mohawk 
at all the hearings held on the project 
since 1951. It, of course, provides for 

private utility development of all the re
maining power of the Niagara. 

It was stated at the hearing that, un
der the first version of this bill, the power 
would be developed, transmitted, and 
marketed, with full control over this 
enormous block of potential energy, 
from the bus bar to the ultimate con
sumer, by a single private power com
pany-Niagara Mohawk. 

Since 1951, however, Niagara Mohawk 
has announced agreements with four 
other large but completely noncompeti
tive private power companies in New 
York State, which, it states, will partici
pate to some extent in the private de
velopment. Consolidated Edison of New 
York City, which has always been closely 
allied with Niagara Mohawk, is one of 
these companies. 

The distinction drawn, in connection 
with the present version of the bill, be
tween turning Niagara over to 5 com
panies instead of 1 company, is more 
apparent than real. Niagara Mohawk 
is the principal power company in up
state New York. It controls the main 
transmission lines running from the 
project site at Niagara Falls, east from 
Buffalo to Albany, and south to the gate
ways of the city of New York. Under the 
bill S. 6, Niagara Mohawk would unques
tionably build, own, and operate the 
project, and control the transmission 
and distribution of the great bulk of 
project power. 

The Senator from Indiana, I am sure, 
will be the first to concede that he is 
strongly opposed on principle to public 
power ·projects, whether they be State o:r 
Federal. He has opposed previous meas
ures for public development of the Ni
agara, offered by my colleague [Mr. 
IvEsJ, and endorsed by Governor Dewey, 
with the same vigor and impart:.ality as 
he now opposes the bill recommended by 
the committee. 

As I said in the beginning of my re
marks today, the choice here lies be
tween S. 1823, recommended by the com
mittee, and s. 6, rejected by the com
mittee. Every Senator must realize, in 
making this choice, that s. 6 flies in the 
teeth of the .laws of my State, and the 
declared policies of its Governors and 
the New York State Legislature for over 
half a century. s. 6 cannot be enacted 
without sweeping aside these State laws 
and public policies. It would inevitably 
lead to further intolerable delays and 
the continued shocking waste of our 
major unused hydroelectric resource. 

I am aware, Mr. President, that an
other plan was proposed in the last Con
gress as an alternative to congressional 
authorization of the Niagara project. 

It was not reintroduced in the Senate 
in this Congress. It was not made the 
subject of the 1955 public hearings be
fore the committee, and it is not dealt 
with in the committee's report. 

I refer to s. 2599, of the 83d Congress, 
1st session. This bill was reported, but 
was not recommended for passage by a 
majority of the committee in the last 
Congress. 

This previously proposed measure 
would call upon the Senate to reverse its 
historic record for safeguarding the 
Niagara resource, and, in effect, repeal 

the protective reservation to the Niagara. 
Treaty of 1950. 

Of course, no such bill has been intro
duced at this session and it is not pend
ing before Congress. I assume that the 
general idea was considered-and re
jected-by the Public Works Committee. 
I should like to state, at this point-in 
the event any Senators have been urged 
to consider this method as a possible 
alternative to the measure recom
mended by the committee-that in my 
own judgment, this would be a most un
wise and unfortunate alternative. 

It would completely bypass the ordi
nary legislative procedures of the Con
gress and take the matter out of the 
jurisdiction of the committees of Con
g-ress which have devoted so much study 
to the Niagara project over the years. 

If the Federal Power Commission 
should be given the jurisdiction they do 
not now have to dispose of the Niagara 
resource, there would be no possibility, 
as the Federal Power Commission has 
itself affirmed, of stipulating safeguard 
provisions-those conditions which Con
gress has traditionally insisted upon for 
the protection of the interest of the con
sumers. 

The law of New York State contains 
general language which is perfectly con
sistent with the preference provision of 
S. 1823, but the language of the New 
York law is not detailed in regard to 
preferences and other safeguards. 
Bence, it is highly essential that the 
Congress stipulate these conditions as 
set forth in s. 1823. 

Moreover, the so-called shortcut 
method of turning over the Niagara re
source to the discretion of the Federal 
Power Commission would raise the possi
bility at least of having this resource 
turned over to the private utility mo
nopoly, under license from the FPC. 

Finally, it would involve further inex
cusable and unjustifiable delays in the 
use of this precious waterpower. The 
Senate has before it a bill reported by 
the Public Works Committee. If this 
bill is approved and if the House there
after acts speedily, as it can because the 
House Public Works Committee has al
ready .completed its hearings on this pro
posed legislation, work on the Niagara 
project can start this very fall. To delay 
it further would be an extravagant waste, 
an imposition on the interests of the 
United States. 

Should a proposal be made on the floor 
of the Senate to substitute for the pend
ing bill the proposal to turn this resource 
over to the jurisdiction of the Federal 
Power Commission, I shall have more to 
say on the subject. I am sure the mem
bers of the Public Works Committee will, 
also, have further debate on the subject. 

Certainly, at this point, the proposal 
I have just referred to is moot and aca
demic. 

Mr. President, I am not going to try 
to answer all the arguments which might 
possibly be raised against S. 1823, al
though we are fully prepared to answer 
each of them. But I shall wait until the 
arguments are actually made. 

I know, for instance, that the propo
nents of the private giveaway will talk, 
as they did in committee, about the loss 
to the Federal Treasury of the taxes a 
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private utility might pay. We are pre
pared, at an appropriate time, to pre
sent the affirmative argument on the ac
tual relationship of the Niagara develop
ment to the question of tax revenue and 
the question of our free enterprise sys
tem. 

We are prepared to show beyond ques
tion that the Niagara project, as au
thorized under the terms of S. 1823, will 
result in the creation of new wealth, new 
industry, and new income, and will mean 
a substantial net increase in public reve
nues, and not a loss. 

We shall likewise show that the Cape
hart bill, S. 6, rejected by the committee 
and described in the text of the bill as 
furthering private enterprise, proposes a 
program that is, in fact, neither private, 
nor does it involve enterprise in the or
dinary meaning of the term. That plan 
would simply utilize the power of govern
ment to exploit a great resource in the 
public domain, to produce a sure profi~ 
for private owners under a government 
license, involving no risk and no enter
prise on the part of the private monopoly 
combine. 

Other proponents of this bill will dis
cuss in more detail than I the safeguard 
provisions of S. 1823. These provisions 
will enable nonprofit and public agen
cies, including rural electric cooperatives 
and defense agencies of the Government, 
to gain access to a reasonable share of 
project power. It will do this in accord
ance with the long-established right of 
such agencies to be considered prefer
ence customers. 

In closing, I wish to touch briefly on 
just one more of the extraordinary argu
ments put forward by the utility industry 
itself to influence congressional action on 
the pending bill. 

An organized effort has been made to 
lead the general public and the Congress 
to believe that the people of New York 
State do not support the public develop
ment of the Niagara and would pref er 
to see their invaluable resources sur
rendered to private interests. 

Hundreds of thousands, if not mil
lions, of dollars have been expended over 
the last 5 years to promote the private 
development plan in radio and television 
broadcasts, in full-page magazine and 
newspaper advertising, and by the use of 
other mass circulation media. 

I can assure you, Mr. President, out of 
a lifetime of experience in intimate con
tact with the people of New York State, 
that this familiar type of special interest 
propaganda is utterly false and com
pletely misleading. 

Mr. President, I have been a candidate 
for statewide public office in New York 
nine times since 1928, and each time I 
have stood unreservedly for public de
velopment of the State's major hydro
electric power resources. If the people 
of my State opposed that program and 
embraced the program of the private 
utilities, it is obvious that I would not 
be here addressing the Senate today. 

In the last statewide election in New 
York, in 1954, as I have previously noted, 
the Democratic and Republican Parties, 
and also the Liberal Party, pledged in 
specific planks in their platforms 'the 
P':1blic development of the Niagara, ~long 
with the St. Lawrence, for the primary 

benefit of the people as domestic and 
rural cons\lmers. A combined total of 
5 million votes were cast in that election 
for our present Governor, Averell Harri
man, and for his opponent, the senior 
Senator from New York [Mr. IVES], both 
of whom repeatedly advocated the public 
development of both the Niagara and st: 
Lawrence resources. 

Mr. President, before this debate ends, 
I shall be prepared to present abundant 
concrete evidence of the pnblic support 
in New York State for a public develop
ment of the Niagara. I propose to ad
dress myself at some little length to the 
synthetic charge that New York State 
does not want this public development. 

There is not a scintilla of doubt in my 
mind as to how the people of New York 
State stand on this issue and I would be 
glad to challenge any .New Yorker, of 
either party, to run for statewide public 
office on a platform of private develop
ment of the Niagara. 

Mr. President, i: have not given all the 
arguments for S. 1823. Many points 
which I have not covered are contained 
in the excellent report which is before 
you. I have, however, tried to summa
rize some of the arguments and to sketch 
in some of the historic background. I 
hope that the Senate will consider that 
the stage has been set for a speedy con
sideration of the _merits of this bill and 
for an early affirmation of the action by 
the Senate Public Works Committee in 
recommending that the bill be approved. 

EXHIBIT No. 1 
NIAGARA REDEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1956 

(Excerpts from report to accompany S. 1823) 
[The Committee on Public Works, to whom 

was referred the bill (S. 1823) to authorize 
the construction of certain works of im
provement in the Niagara River for power 
and other purposes, having considered the 
same, report favorably thereon with amend
ments and recommend that the bill a-s 
amended do pass. J 

Senate bill 1823, introduced by Senator 
LEHMAN, authorizes construction of power 
facilities for utilization of the United States 
share of the waters of Niagara River in com
pliance with the reservation conti'l,ined in 
the treaty between the United States and 
Canada, and in accordance with existing 
general laws of the 'United States and the 
provisions of the bill. The bill authorizes 
and directs the Federal Power Commission 
to issue a license to the New York Power 
Authority for construction and operation of 
a project for power developnient of Niagara 
River, subject to the terms deemed neces
sary and required under the Federal Power 
Act, and including specific licensing condi
tions as follows : 

1. In contracting for the disposition of 
project power, the New York Power Author
ity will give preference to public and non
profit agencies, including rural electric co
operatives, and defense agencies of the 
United States, and make flexible arrange
ments in its contracts with private utility 
companies for withdrawal of sufficient power 
to meet the future needs of preference cus
tomers. 

2. The use of such transmission lines as 
are necessary to make power and energy 
available to privately owned companies, pref
erence customers, or neighboring States at 
reasonable rates, shall be arranged by con
tract or acquired by lease, purchase, or 
construction. · 

3. Provisions shall be included to make 
a reasonable share of the power available to 
neighboring States within economic trans
mission distance, the Federal Power Com-

mission to determine the applicable portion 
of such power available in event of disagree
ment. 

4. Power shall be sold and distributed pri
marily for the benefit of the people, par
ticularly domestic and rural consumers, at 
the lowest possible cost and to . encourage 
the widest possible use. 

5. If power is sold for resale, provisions 
shall be made for establishing resale rates 
approved by the licensee, consistent with 
(4) above. 

6. In cooperation with the appropriate 
agency of the State of New York concerned 
with development of parks, the lice~see shall 
construct a scenic drive and park on the 
American side of the Niagara River near Ni
agara Falls, pursuant to a plan approved by 
the Federal Power Commission, the cost of 
such drive and park up to a maximum of 
$15 million to be borne by the power project 
anc~ considered a part of the licensee's net 
investment in said project. 

The license issued shall be in conformance 
with the Rules of Practice and Procedure of 
the Federal Power Commissipn, but in the 
event of any conflict, the provisions of s. 
1823 will govern. 

COMMITTEE HEARINGS 

The Committee on Public Works held hear
ings on S. 6 and S. 1823 on July 13, 14, and 
15, 1955. At these hearings testimony was 
received orally or in written form from Sen
ators, Members of the House of Representa
tives, the executive department, counsel to 
the Governor of the State of New York, rep
resenting the Governor, the chairman of the 
New York Power Authority, city and county 
officials, representatives of farm, labor, man
ufacturers? chambers of commerce, public 
power~. ~nd citizen groups, private power 
companies, and rural electric cooperatives. 

These witnesses expressed their views with 
regard to the bills before the committee. 
Practically all of them agreed· that there 
is urgent need for early development of addi
tional power at Niagara Falls, to prevent 
the waste of water now going over _the falls 
and to utilize the portion of such water 
allocated to the United States by the treaty. 
Information was presented on the need for 
power in the northeastern region of the 
United States, and the high power rates that 
now exist in the area. 

GENERAL STATEM~:NT 

As to the economic feasibility and the de
sirability of developing the full power poten
tial of the Niagara River, the committee is 
convinced, and in fact there is no difference 
of opinion. The committee is further con
vince~ that the unique Niagara Falls hydro
electric resource should be utilized under the 
!ong-established congressional power policy 
1n a manner to assure lower electric bills to 
consumers throughout the Northeast. 

Before the Niagara power can be developed 
in any way legislative action is .necessary be
cause of the reservation which the Senate at
tached to its ratification of the Niagara Water 
Treaty, retaining the jurisdiction of Congress 
over the manner of development of this re
source. The Senate, under the terms of the 
reservation, reserved to Congress the final 
disposition of this hydroelectric resource. 

There is no controversy as to the most de
sirable engineering plan of development. 
Plans have been developed for the proposed 
project by cooperation among the Bureau of 
Power of the Federal Power Commission, the 
Corps of Engineers, the New York Power Au
thority, and the Niagara Mohawk Power 
Corp. • • • 

The committee believes that development 
of Niagara power by the Power Authority of 
the State of New York as provided in Senate 
bill 1823 will have the effect of bringing down 
power supply costs for these public and coop
erative systems, and will mean lower rates for 
all the consumers throughout the region. 
Testimony presented at the hearings esti-
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mat ed that such development would result in 
a reduction of 20 percent in the power costs 
in the area, which would mean an annual · 
saving of about a third of a billion dollars in 
the region's annual electric bill. It was esti
mated that the Niagara power alone would 
save approximately $25 million annually in 
fuel bills over an equal amount of power de
veloped by steam-electric sources. 

It is recognized that both Niagara and 
St. Lawrence power will be generated, trans
mitted, and distributed on the Canadian side 
of the rivers on a public-ownership basis. 
This may become a factor in competition for 
expansion of business and population. All 
classes of electric service are available at 
lower rates in Canada. As a result, average 
consumption of electricity in Ontario is more 
than double that on ·t he United States side 
of the border. In 1950 the average home in 
Toronto purchased 3,888 kilowatt-hours of 
electric service at less cost than the average 
home in Rochester, N. Y., that only used 1,252 
kilowat t-hours. Industrial power rates in 
Rochester are 82 percent higher than in To
ronto, based on a power demand of 1,000 kilo
watts and a monthly use of 400,000 kilowatt
hours of energy. 

The committee therefore recommends en
actment of S. 1823 at an early date to permit 
prompt planning and early completion of this 
most desirable project in order that the many 
benefits may accrue to serve the needs of the 
northeastern region of the United States. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. Pfosident, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am very glad, indeed, 
to yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. First, I wish to con-· 
gratulate the Senator from New York 
not only upon his speech but upon the 
attitude which he has always -taken as 
a citizen, as Lieutenant Governor of New 
York, as Governor of New York, and as 
United States Senator, ln advocating the 
public development of the latent power 
at Niagara Falls and on the St. Lawrence. 

I think, however, that the Senator 
from New York is much too modest when 
he says he has been waiting and working. 
for this moment for 6 years, because I 
believe he has been working for this mo
ment for well over 35 years. 

If the Senator from New York will per
mit me to make a further remark,. I may 
say that one of my chief sources of read
ing matter as a boy was the old New 
York World. My family were Yankee 
Democrats- and subscribed to the New 
York World, which we received every 
morning, although it was always some 2 
or 3 days late. 

The New York World, under the edi
torship of the great Joseph Pulitzer, was 
insistent, in the early days of the century, 
first, that the scenic beauty of Niagara 
Falls should not be destroyed by power 
developments; and, second, that any de
velopment which did occur should be by 
public authority rather than by private 
companies. Am I not correct? 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator is quite 
correct. 
. Mr. DOUGLAS. As I remember it, 

smce the Senator from New York has 
mentioned it, when Charles Evans 
Hughes was elected Governor of New 
York as a result of the insurance scan
dals in 1905,. he opposed the attempts of 
private companies to take the water of 
Niagara Falls and spoil the scenic beauty 
of that ar-ea. 

Mr. LEHMAN. He opposed it very 
vigorously and very successfully. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Then later, in the 
years from 1918 to 1928, during 8 of · 
which Alfred E. Smith was the Governor 
of New York, did not Governor Smith 
make as his principal campaign argu-· 
ment the fact that the waters of the 
Niagara should be developed by a public· 
authority? 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from Illi
nois is entirely correct. I will have to 
digress a moment in my answer. I men
tioned that I had lived and worked with 
this project for 6 years. I limited the 
period to 6 years because that was the 
period in which I was vested with au
thority, until the treaty with Canada 
was ratified. As a matter of fact, I have 
been living and working with this proj
ect, and with the St. Lawrence, as well, 
for 35 years. 

The Senator from Illinois has men
tioned Alfred E. Smith. That ties up en
tirely with my statement that I have 
been interested in the matter for 35 
years. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from. 
New York was one of the closest friends 
and one of the most confidential advis
e;s of Governor Smith, was he not? 

Mr. LEHMAN. -I was. I remember 
hearing Governor Smith at a dinner of 
the League of Women Voters of New 
York describe the usefulness and the 
necessity, really, of developing both the. 
St. Lawrence and the Niagara. He did it 
in · such a graphic and dramatic way 
that he solcrme on the proposition com
pletely. That was the origin of my 
knowledge of the waterpower devel
opment of our natural resources and of 
my great interest in them. That w·as 
35 years ago. I appreciate very much 
having the Senator from Illinois remind 
me of that, because it possibly would 
have escaped my recollection. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
New York probably does not remember 
th~ fact, but I first met the Senator 
from New York when he was lieutenant 
governor, in 1931, when the then Gover
nor of New York, Franklin D. Roose
velt, called a conference on employment 
problems. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I remember that very 
well. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I was invited to the 
executive mansion in the evening, and 
I remember conversing there with both 
Governor Roosevelt and Lieutenant 
Governor LEHMAN about the problem of 
the development of electric power on 
the Niagara and the St. Lawrence and 
the necessity for public development of 
low-cost power being obtained for the 
citizens of New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I remember that 
meeting very well indeed. That was a 
good many years ago. I may say that 
one of the great satisfactions I have 
had in being a Member of the Senate 
is that I have been able to continue 
that association with the Senator from 
Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
New York has mentioned the fact that 
he has run for office 9 times since 
1928, each time· on a platform favoring 
the public development of the st. Law
rence and the Niagara. If I am cor
rect, I believe the Senator from New 

• York has been victorious in 8 of those 9 
contests-. 

Mr. LEHMAN. That is quite correct. 
I was successful in 8 campaigns· and 
i~ the ninth, in which I was def ea'ted; I 
ran 450,000 votes ahe~d of the ticket. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. But the Senator was 
defeated at that time, in 1946, by a very 
honorable man, who is now the senior 
Senator from New York [Mr. IVES]. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes; and my only re
gret is that he is not on my side this time. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That gives the junior 
Senator a batting average in New York 
of approximately .889 percent. Is not 
that correct? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am not so fast in 
my mathematics. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I think that is . the 
batting average. Would not that be an 
extremely high batting average in any 
political league? Perhaps the Senator 
does n?t want to answer that question, 
so I will say for him that it would be 
an extremely high average. 

· Tne· people of the State of New York 
know the Senator's . sentiment ·on this 
matter, do they not? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I do not think there is 
anyone in New York who ·does not know 
my sentiments. ·1 do not think there 
is anybody in New York State who has 
not had the matter presented to him in 
every one of the campaigns which have 
been waged since 1918. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That was true in the 
campaigns of Alfred E. Smith, who won 
4 times out of 5, was it not? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. And also of the cam

paigns of Franklin Roosevelt, who won 
both times that he ran? 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
New York was victorious in his cam
paigns for governor in 1932, 1934, 1936, 
and 1938, and he has been twice vic
torious in his two campaigns for the 
Senate since 1949. 

Mr. LEHMAN. That is correct. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. And he wa::; twice 

victorious in his campaigns for lieuten
ant governor in 1928 and 1930. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Also, it is true of the 
present governor, Governor Harriman. 

I think it may be a matter of some 
interest to state that the only governor 
within my memory, with whom I was 
personally acquainted, who did not sup-

. port the public development of power 
was Governor Miller. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. He was elected, I be
lieve, in 1920. 

Mr. LEHMAN. In 1920. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. And he was defeated 

in 1922. 
Mr. LEHMAN.· Yes, he was defeated 

in 1922, when he did not support the 
public development of power. He was 
defeated by Gov. Alfred E. Smith. So 
the only governor who did not sup
port public power was defeated for req 
election. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I congratulate the 
junior Senator from New York, and I 
express the hope that we shall shortly 
see the successful fruition of the half 
century of struggle by the people of New 
York and the struggle of a third of a 
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century by -the distinguished junior 
Senator from New York. He deserves 
the richest praise from· the people not 
only of New York but also of the Nation. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the s ·enator 
from Illinois very much indeed. 

RECESS TO 11 A. M. TOMORROW 

The PRESIDING OFFICER.. What is 
the pleasure of the Senate? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, in ac
cordance with the previous order, I now 
move that the Senate stand in recess 
until 11 o'clock tomorrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 7 
o'clock and 1 minute p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess, the recess being, under the 
order previously entered, until ~omorrow, 
Tuesday, May 15, 1956, at 11 o'clock a. m. 

CONFIRMATION 

Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate April 14 (legislative day May 
7), 1956: 

FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION 

SaM H.' Bober, of South ·Dakota: to be a. 
member of the Federal Farin Credit Board, 
Farm Credit Administration, for the term 
expiring March 31, 1962. 

•• .... • • 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

MONDAY, MAY 14, 1956 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Reverend Harold B. Sedgwick, St. 

Thomas' Church, Was;hi_ngton, .D. C., . 
offered the following prayer: 

Almighty God whom to forget is to 
stumble and whom to remember is to 
rise again, set Thy seal, we beseech Thee, 
upon every work which ·we dd in Thy 

. name; that we ' may not' begin an action . 
without a pure intention-we may not 
continue it without Thy blessing. 

Give to each of us a passionate desire 
to 13ee the truth, courage to say yes when 
it would be easier to say no, and no 
when it would be easier to say yes. May 
we never be content with anything less 
than the best, for Thou hast entrusted 
into our hands great responsibilities and 
infinite· powers. 

Deliver us from pettiness when human 
life is at stake. Teach us when to speak 
and when to be silent, when to rise up 
and when to sit down-so by the manner 
of our life may be judged the stature of 
our soul. Finally, O God, grant that we 
may so quit ourselves this day that when 
evening comes, we may ·be deserving of · 
rest and quietness that only Thou canst 
give, at peace with ourselves and with 
our own consciences;· Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of 
·Thursday, · May 10, 1956, was read and 
approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE· SENATE 
A message from the Senate, by Mr: 

Ast, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate had passed a bill of the fol
lowing title, in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested: 

S. 3732. An act to provide insurance against 
flood damage; and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Vice President has appointed Mr. JOHN
STON of South Carolina and Mr. CARLSON 
members of the joint select committee 
on the part of the Senate, as provided 
for in the act of August 5, 1939, entitled 
"An act to provide for the disposition of 
certain records of the United States 
Government," for the disposition of ex
ecutive papers referred to in the report 
of the Archivist of the United States 
numbered 56-13. 

AMENDING THE INTERNAL REVENUE 
CODE OF 1939 

Mr. COOPER,. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
·unanimous consent ·to take from · the 
Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 6143) to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1939 to provide that for taxable years 
beginning after May 31, 1950, certain 
amounts r'eceived in consideration of the 
transfer of· patent rights shall be consid
ered capital gain regardless of the basis 
upon which such amounts are paid, with 
Senate amendments thereto, disagree to· 
the Senate amendments, and asl{ for a 
conference. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten
nessee? [After a pause.] The Chair · 
hears none and appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs. COOPER, MILLS; GREG
ORY, REED of New York, and JENKINS, . 

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION 
BILL-CONFERENCE REPORT 

Pur.suant to authority g:rarited on May 
10, Mr. CANNON on May 11 submitted a 
conference report and statement on the 
bill (H. R. 10004) making supplemental . 
appropriations for the fl.seal year ending 
June 30, 1956! ~nd for ot1:1:er purpo~es, 

REV. HAROLD BEND SEDGWICK 
Mr . . MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, the 

Reverend Harold Bend Sedgwick, who 
has just given the opening prayer, has the 
distinction of being the great-great
grandson of a . former Speaker of this 
body. Dr .. Sedgwick's distinguished an
cestor w~s . Theo.dore Sedgwic·k, a Rep
resentative from the great State of Mas
sachusetts. He was the Speaker of the 
House during the sixth session of the 
Congress and was the first Speaker to 
preside over the House when this body 
first met in the ·city of Washington. 

Speaker Sedgwick presided over this 
body on November 18, 1800, when the 
Congress first met in Washington. The 
quarters in which the House met and 
over which Speaker Sedgwic~ presided, 
were the rooms now occupied by the 
Senate Disbursing Office in the original 
north wing of the Capitol, now known as 
the Supreme ~ourt section of the Capitol. 

Theodore Sedgwick served as a dele
gate, as a Representative, and also as a 

Senator from the State of Massachusetts. 
He was a member of the Continental 
Congress and was also a delegate to the 
State convention that adopted the Fed
eral Constitution in 1788. Among his 
many distinguished public services were 
his service as President pro tempore of 
the United States Senate in 1798. 

The great-great-grandson of this 
eminent son of Massachusetts, Dr. Sedg
wick, who served as our chaplain today, 
is rector of St. Thomas' Church in Wash
ington, D. C. We are glad to welcome 
him to this House, once so ably presided 
over by his fine ancestor. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN. . I yield. 
Mr. McCORMACK. I want to asso

ciate myself as an individual Member of 
the House, and speaking for the Demo
cratic Members, ·with the remarks made 
by my friend, the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. 'MARTIN], in relation to 
Dr. Sedgwick. We are very happy to 
have · or. Sedgwick with us to offer 
prayer o_n the occasion of t-he meeting 
of the House today. I know it must 
bring · to Dr. Sedgwicl{ a great feeling 
of happiness to know that he offered 
prayer in the very bbdy over which his 
great-grea·t-grandfather presided with 
such dignity, strength, and effectiveness. 

For my collea_gues I join my dear · 
friend from Massachusetts [Mr. MAR~ 
TIN] in the very appropriate remarks 
that he made on the occ·asion of Dr. 
Sedgwick offering pr·ayer in the House 
today, 

EDWIN K. STANTON 
Mr. FORRESTER: Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill H. R. 2057, ·an 
act for the relief of Edwin K. Stanton, 
together with a Senate ame·ndm·ent 
'thereto, and agree to the Senate amend
ment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ment, as fallows: · · 
Page 2, line 3, strike· out "in excess of 

10 percent thereof." 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
. the request . of the gentleman from 

Georgia? 
There was no objection. 
The Senate amendment was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GRAPI-IlC ARTS CORPORATION OF 
OHIO 

Mr. FORRESTER; Mr. · Speaker I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill H. R. 2893, an 
act to confer jurisdiction upon the 
·United States Court of Claims to hear, 
determine, and render judgment upon 
the claim of Graphic Arts Corporation 
of Ohio, of Toledo, Ohio, together with a 
Senate amendment thereto, and agree to 
the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title o·f the bill. 
The·c1erk read the Senate amendment 

as follows: ' 
Strike out all after the enacting cl~use and 

insert · "That jurisdiction is hereby con
ferred upon the Court of Claims to hear, de-
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